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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tae Court or Appgat No. 2 will take interlocutory appeals on 
Thursday next, instead of on Wednesday, the usual day. This 
arrangement is due to the expected absence on Thursday of Lord 
Justice Corton. 





Ir 1s statep that the Board of Trade has issued an instruction 
to the official receivers not to make any allowance in future to 
solicitors for assisting debtors in preparing their accounts, and that 
such assistance must be rendered by accountants. This is felt by 
country solicitors to be a great grievance, most of them being 
quite as competent as any accountant to assist debtors in preparing 
their accounts. 





We vunperstanp that a representation has been made to the 
Lord Chancellor on behalf of the bar to the effect that the room 
now appropriated to the use of solicitors should be turned into a 
barristers’ robing-room. It is stated that barristers have to robe 
every where and anywhere, and that the room in question is seldom 
used by solicitors and very little by their clerks. It has been 
suggested that if the solicitors’ room be taken away from them a 
small room, now appropriated as a ladies’ room, should be given to 
them. Barristers have already three rooms, and it seems a little 
hard that the one room devoted to the use of solicitors should be 
taken away from them, and that they should be relegated to the 
‘‘jadies’-room.”” Perhaps, too, the ladies may have something to 
say on the matter. 





Tue announcemznt of the postponement of the new rule of 
court relating to the investment of cash under the control of the 
court, which we were enabled to publish last week, excited much 
consternation in the City. We give in another column a copy of 
the memorandum issued by the Rule Committee with respect to 
the matter. This memorandum was sent to the officials of the 
Chancery Division, so that none of the judges of that division will 
act upon the new rule; but we have been unable to ascertain that 
any measures have been teken to make the suspension of the rule 
known to the general public. The movements in some of the 
securities which would have been affected by the new rule shew 
plainly that investments in some of them were expected to take 
place. Obviously, particular instances in which such investments 


have in fact been made will not come to light until the suspension 
of the new rule shall have ceased, or until, the Trustees Liability 
Bill not having been passed, and the temporary suspension of the 


‘THE EXTRAORDINARY MEMBERS of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society who were elected on Friday week were 
Mr. Atrraep Bricut, who repreeents the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool; Mr. Natnanrer Georce Crayton, who 
represents the Newcastle-upon-Tyne Incorporated Law Society ; 
Mr. Henry Joun Davis, who represents the newly-formed 
law society at Newport, Mon.; Mr. Ricnarp Renpie MrIcer 
Daw, who represents the Devon and Exeter Law Society; 
Mr. Ronert Exterr, who represents the Gloucestershire Law 
Society, of which he has been for many years president; Mr. 
A. M. Exuis, who represents the Cambridgeshire Law Society ; 
Mr. James Heewis, who represents the Manchester Law Society ; 
Mr. Tnomas Maynarp How, who represents the Shropshire Law 


3 | Society ; Sir Toomas Manringav, who represents the Birmingham 


Law Society; and Mr. James Tuomas Woopnovuse, who represents 
the Hull Law Society. The only alterations in the places repre- 
sented are the selection of Newport, Mon., instead of Cardiff, and 
Hull instead of Kent. 





We osetieve that a good deal of complication and incon- 
venience has arisen under No. 5 of the new regulations for 
the arrangement of business at Nisi Prius. The regula- 
tion, as originally issued, was in the following terms: ‘ No 
case in the week’s list is to be removed from it by stay or 
postponement, or have its position in the list altered, except 
by leave of the judge on application at the time of trial.” We 
understand that the Lord Chief Justice, by whose authority 
the rule was issued, upholds the officials of the court in their 
contention that the rule prevents the withdrawal of any case from 
the weekly list unless it is actually settled, the consequence of 
which will be that if the parties to an action are not ready, the 
record will have to be withdrawn and the case will then have to 
go to the bottom of the list. This is considered a great hardship 
by solicitors whose cases have been put into the weekly list 
without their knowledge, and who, through some unforeseen 
circumstance, may find themselves at the last moment unable to 
proceed with their case owing to the absence of a witness or some 
similar cause. The concluding words of the rule, as to an 
application being made to the judge at the time of trial obviously 
would not work at all, and we are glad to find that they ha e 
been altered to “except by leave of a judge on special grounds,” 
though we question whether the last three words are neces- 
fary. 





Tue pectston of the Court of Appeal in Re Pooley (reported 
elsewhere) must be taken to establish the doctrine originally laid 
down by Mr. Justice Currry in Re Barber, Burgess v. Vinnicombe 
(34 W. R. 395), thet a solicitor-trustee and executor, entitled by 
virtue of a direction in a will to charge for professional services, is 
a person to whom a “ beneficial interest” is given, within section 
15 of the Wills Act, and, therefore, if he attests the execution of 
the will, the direction in the will enabling him to charge profit 
costs will, in the language of the section, ‘be utterly null and 
void.” The section, it will be remembered, expressly excepts 
“‘ charges and directions for the payment of any debt or debts” ; 
but Mr. Justice Currry held that this related exclusively to deb‘s 
of which payment could be enforced apart from the provisions of 
the will, and that a debt which can only be claimed by virtue of 
the direction in the will is not a debt of the testator or his estate, 
but a benefit given by him. At the time the decision in Re 
Barber was given we were obliged to admit that it was difficult to 





rule having been made permanent, somebody discovers that a 
breach of trust has been committed. 





impugn this view, and we urzed our readers to be careful for the 
future not to attest avy will by which they were authorized to 
I 
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charge profit costes. This becomes doubly necessary now that the 
novel doctrine has been affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The 
results of the doctrine may not be confined to the actual point 
decided. It was urged before the Court of Appeal that, if the 
direction as to profit costs constitutes a ‘‘ beneficial interest,” 
legacy duty would be payable on such costs. Section 7 of 
36 Geo. 3, c. 52, defines a legacy as a gift by will, either by way 
of annuity or in any other form, which shall be satisfied out of 
the personal estate of the testator or out of any personal estate 
which he shall have power to dispose of as he thinks fit; and it 
would seem not impossible thet the Inland Revenue authorities may 
attempt to assert a claim for duty. Nothing could be more 
absurd and inconvenient than such a result. Take the case of a 
direction that, not only the solicitor-trustee appointed by the will, 
but any future trustee of the will being a solicitor, may charge 
rofit costs; there might have to be a statement furnished to the 
Toland Revenue on every payment of any solicitor’s bill throughout 
the whole duration of the trust. We have often urged action to 
induce the Legislature to alter the absurd rule disabling solicitor- 
trustees from charging profit costs, but now it would appear to 
be still more important that steps should be taken in this direc- 
tion. 





Few cuancrs in the law have been so successful as those 
effected by the Settled Land Act. It is usefuJ, not only because 
it has reduced the length of settlements and wills, but because it 
has given increased security to titles by causing them to depend 
upon statutory powers, the effects of which are gradually becoming 
known, instead of upon powers, the terms of which varied accord- 
ing to the fancy, we had almost said the caprice, of the draftsman. 
There is, however, another and far more important change effected 
by the Act—a change to which its great popularity perhaps is 
due—namely, the power given to the tenant for life to sell the 
settled property and to have the proceeds invested in the manner 
provided by the Act without any consent on the part of the 
trustees. It is hardly possible to over-estimate the social and 
legal effects of this change. It has enabled the tenant tor life to 
deal with the settled property just as if he were the absolute owner 
of it, subject only to such restrictions as are necessary for the 
sake of securing it for the remainderman. Formerly the trustees 
were the donees of the powers of sale and investment, which were 
generally made exerciseable with the consent of the tenant for 
life. In practice, however, the tenant for life entered into the 
contracts for sale or purchase, which were adopted by the trustees, 
unless there was something wrong, and the solicitor of the tenant 
for life usually transacted all legal business for the trustees on the 
occasion of a sale or purchase. The tenant for life also usually 
selected the interim investments in personalty. Earl Cairns had 
the great merit of seeing that a practice commonly adopted could 
not be dangerous, and, accordingly, he embodied in the Act pro- 
visions making the existing practice not only lawful, but compul- 
sory. We have not heard of any case where the tenant for life 
has endeavoured to make an improper investment of capital 
moneys arising under the Act. Bearing in mind that as soon as 
capital moneys come into existence the settlement becomes in 
effect a settlement of personal property, the question suggests 
itself, why should a tenant for life of property which is, and was 
at the date of the settlement, personalty, be placed in an inferior 
position to the tenant for life of property which is personalty, 
though it was at the date of the settlement land? Why should 
you trust a equire who has entailed his land more than his brother 
the banker, who has made a settlement of personalty on his 
marriage? Is there any reason to believe that the one is more 
honest or more prudent than the other? We cannot help 
thinking that the true manner of reforming the law as to trustees 
of perronalty is to follow the example of the Settled Land Act. 
We can eee no reason against allowing the tenant for life of per- 
sonalty to deal with it with equal freedom whether it was originally 
land or not. We would allow him to direct the trustees to sell it 
and to apply the sale moneys in any manner authorized by the 
settlement, without any liability on the part of the trustees as re- 
gards price or consideration, or, in the case of a mortgage, as to the 
title to or the sufficiency of the security—following, mutatis 
mutandis, the provisions as to the indemnity of trustees acting 
under the direction of the tenant for life contained in the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, 2.42. But the tenant for life should be liable as 








for a breach of trust in case of his giving an improper direction 
just as he is under the Settled Land Act, s. 53. ‘ 





THe EXTREME wiptH of the terms used in section 7 of the 
Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879, which has come promi- 
nently into notice in the Special Commission proceedings this 
week, has frequently been the subject of judicial comment. 
That section provides as foilows:—‘‘On the application of any 
party to a legal proceeding, a court or judge may order that 
such party be at liberty to inspect and take copies of any 
entries in a banker’s book for any of the purposes of such pro- 
ceedings. An order under this section may be made either with 
or without summoning the bank or any other party, and shal} 
be served on the bank three clear days before the same is to be 
obeyed, unless the court or judge otherwise directs.” Previously 
to 1876 a party to an action had a right to issue a subpena duces. 
tecum to compel the bankers to produce their books and to attend 
to be examined on their contents, but this course was both incon- 
venient to the bankers and ill adapted to give the party the informa- 
tion he required. To remedy this the Bankers’ Books Evidence 
Act of that year was passed, but the right of inspection was there 
confined to a party who had received notice of his opponent’s in- 
tention to adduce copies of the bank books in evidence. The Act of 
1879 abolished this restriction, and gave the right to inspection in 
the terms above quoted The difficulty consists in the fact that 
the order for inspection may be made “ without summoning the 
bank or any other party,” and, to avoid such ex parte pro- 
cedure, it has been contended that these words do not refer to 
a party in the action, but it is not easy to confine their mean- 
ing in this way. In Davies v. White (32 W. R. 520) Mr. Justice 
Day pointed out that they were suitable enough for criminal 
proceedings, but that the drafteman of the Act had not 
properly considered their application to civil proceedings, and 
he stated that he could not conceive of the case in which he 
would himself grant an ex parte order for inspection in such pro- 
ceedings. He commented, too, on the hardship of a man’s having 
his private account inspected without notice, a result which was 
only avoided in that case by the bank giving the notice themselves 
before obeying the order. But in the more recent case of Arnott 
v. Hayes (36 W. R. 246, 36 Ch. D. 731) the Court of Appeal 
fully recognized that there was jurisdiction to make the order ex 
parte, though the Lords Justices were all careful to observe that 
it was a jurisdiction which should be exercised with great care, 
and that in all ordinary cases notice should be given to the party 
whose account is to be looked at. It has been further and 
reasonably objected that the effect of section 7 (supra) is to 
give a power of discovery which did not before exist, and 
practically, of course, this is so. The courts guard against 
such a result, however, by taking care that the application to 
inspect is bond fide, and by limiting as narrowly as possible the 
portions of the account to be inspected. It may be useful to 
observe that where the provisions of the Act are not applicable, 
the procedure by subpana duces tecum still exists, and that under 
17 & 18 Vict. c. 34, s. 1, it may, by special order of a court or 
judge, be applied to the case of a witness resident anywhere 
within the United Kingdom, although outside their jurisdiction. 





AN INTERESTING POINT was raised, but not decided, in Re Thack- 
wray and Young’s Contract. By section 127 of the Lands Clauses 
Act, 1845, it is provided that a railway company “shall absolutely 
sell and dispose of ” superfluous land within a period of ten years (or 
other prescribed period) after the expiration of the time limited for 
the completion of the undertaking. In London and South-Western 
Railway Co. v. Gomm (30 W. R. 620, 20 Ch. D. 562) the purchaser 
upon such a sale covenanted with the company to reconvey the 
land to them at a fixed price whenever he should be required 
so todo. The case was a good deal argued upon the ques*ion 
whether the covenant created a perpetuity, but it was also decided 
that ite effect was to reserve to the company an interest in the 
land, and that, therefore, there was no absolute sale and disposi- 
tion within the meaning of the section. The present case was 
different. The sale by the company was in form absolute, but 
there was an arrangement for the payment of the purchase-money 
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Nov. 3, 188. THE SOLICITO 


KS' JOURNAL. 3 


—_ 











to be postponed, and until the payment was completed the railway 
company kept all the deeds. The question came before Mr. Justice 
Curry on asummons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, the 
former purchaser being now the vendor, and an objection having 
b-en taken to his title. Whether this was good or bad the judge 
declined to say, and contented himself by deciding that, at any 
rate, he would not force it on an unwilling purchaser. Of course, 
the transaction with the company was tantamount to giving them 
an equitable charge on the property by deposit of deeds, and, as 
this is clearly an interest in land, then, if the expressions used in 
London and South-Western Railway Co. v. Gomm are strictly 
accurate, the sale was ultra vires. It is to be noted, however, that 
the words of the statute are “‘ absolutely sell and dispose of,” and 
it is these words that have to be construed, and not judicial dicta 
as to the company “retaining an interest.” It is very obvious that 
a sale which reserved to the vendor a right to call for a reconvey- 
ance might well be regarded as not an absolute one; while a sale 
out and out, which merely preserved to the vendor a lien liable at 
any moment to be discharged by the purchaser, might equally, 
on the other hand, be allowed to be absolute. This latter construc- 
tion seems to us a more reascnable reading of the statute; but still 
there is the doubt which Re Zhackwray and Young’s Contract has 
served to raise, but not to answer. 





AwnorHer cAsE of improper payment of money out of court 
came to light on the occasion of an application made to the 
Court of Appeal on Wednesday last for leave to give notice of 
an application for leave to appeal against an order made in the year 
1871. From the statement of counsel it appeared that under the 
Trustee Relief Act two legacies, one of £7,000 and one of £500, 
were paid into court by trustees at two different times, but to one 
account. In 1871 an order was made, on the petition of the person 
entitled, directing the dividends on the fund representing the 
£7,000 legacy to be paid to the tenant for life, but in the petition 
the amount of the fund in court was left in blank. The whole 
fund was consequently invested, and the whole income paid to 
the tenant for life, who is now dead. The infant who was 
entitled to the £500 legacy has now come of age, and requires 
his £500, which is in court, and also the accumulated interest 
since 1871, which, of course, is not forthcoming. On whom 
the blame will ultimately rest—whether on the trustees who care- 
lessly mixed the two funds or on the solicitor who incautiously 
took an order giving his client more than he was entitled to, we 
will not venture to predict. The object of the present ap- 
plication was to remove the disability to appeal in favour of a 
person not a party to the proceedings in 1871, and on appeal to 
make the Treasury primarily liable to refund the missing income 
and accumulations. 





In cases not falling within the Settled Land Act where trustees 
had powers of sale of settled land aud of investment of the moneys 
arising from the tale in the purchase of land either with or with- 


out the consent of the tenant for life, they could sell to him: | 


Howard vy. Ducane (T. & R. 81), Dicconson v. Talbot (L. R. 6 Ch. 
32), and there is but little doubt that they could (though the ques- 
tion has never arisen) purchase from him. It was considered that 
the power of consenting to a sale or investment was given to the 
tenant for life for his own benefit, not for the benefit of the re- 
maindermen. In cases falling within the Act, however, the 


STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 


Tue 19th section of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 8’, has made an important change in the law. 
It is founded on a principle which is, we believe, entirely novel. 
Hitherto a deed not stamped or insufficiently stamped has produced 
its full effect, though it was not receivable in evidence ss proof 
of what was done by it, but the section under consideration pre- 
vents an assignment of a policy on life from producing any effect 
unless it is duly stamped. 
The section runs as follows :— 


**(1) No assignment of a policy of life assurance shall confer on 
the assignee therein named, his executors, administrators, or 
assigns, any right to sue for the moneys assured or secured thereby, 
or to give a valid discharge for the s»me, or any part thereof, 
unless such assignment is duly stamped, and no payment shall be 
made to any person claiming under any such assignment unless the 
same is duly stamped. 

‘*(2) If any payment thall be made in contravention of this sec- 
tion, the stamp duty not paid upon the assignment, together with 
the penalty payable on stamping the same, shall be a debt due 
to her Majesty from the company or person by whom such 
payment is made, and shall be recoverable as such accordingly.”’ 


The whole of this section is not, as might be considered by a 
careless reader, retrospective. Every assignment of a policy made 
before the passing of the Act produced its full effect at the 
moment of execution, whether it was properly stamped or not. 
It follows that the words ‘shall confer” are only applicable to 
assignments made after the passing of the Act; und, accordingly, 
that the operation of the Act, so far as it prevents an unstamped 
assignment from conferring any rights on the assignee, is limited 
to assignments executed after the passing of the Act. On the 
other hand, the whole of the provisions of the section which 
relate to the payment of the money assured apply to pay- 
ments made in respect of a policy which is assigned, whether the 
assignment is made before or after the passing of the Act. 

An assignment of a policy does not confer on the assignee any 
right to sue for the moneys assured thereby unless he gives notice 
to the office pursuant to the Policies of Assurance Act, 1867 
(30 & 31 Vict. c. 144). In cases where such notice is not given, 
but the usual power of attorney is inserted, the assignee sues 
merely as the attorney of, and in the name of, the assignor. It 
appears to follow that if the words ‘or give a valid discharge for 
the same” had not been inserted in the section, it might have 
| been possible to evade the Act. 

The words preventing the assignee from giving a valid 
| discharge for the moneys assured by the policy where the 
‘assignment is not duly stamped prevent him (1) from giving 
|a discharge to the cffice in cases where the assignment is 
| perfected under the Policies of Assurance Act, 1867; and (2) 
from giving a discharge to the assignor in cases where the receipt 
of the latter would discharge the cffice. Considered from the 
point of view of the authorities of the Inland Revenue Office the 
section is admirably framed; there appears to be no manner of 
evading it, the object (with which we fully sympathize) being to 
secure the payment of the duties. It appears to us, however, that 
the section is founded on a radically wrong principle, and that it 
will in all probability produce great inconvenience. 

As we have already stated, an unstamped deed (not falling under 
the provisions of this section) produces its full effect. Let A. 
convey Whiteacre to B. by an unstamped deed. Whiteacre passes 
to B, nothing remains in A.; if he becomes bankrupt Whiteacre 
does not pass to his trustee ; if he is dishonest enough to attempt to 








tenant for life is a trustee for all parties entitled under the settle- | 
ment, and therefore it appears that he cannot safely sell the | 
settled land to himself, though such a sale would be supported | 
if it were shewn that he gave the highest possible price ; and the 
Act seems to render it impossible for him to purchase his own 
land for the purposes of the settlement, as he is the person to 


the settlement (a question that we intend to discuss next week), 
and as it must be impossible for him to shew that he has given 
the lowest possible price. It is so often convenient for a tenant 
for life to buy or sell part of the settled estate that it is worthy 
of consideration whether it would not be well to pass an amending 
Act providing that the trustees might sell to or buy from the 
tenant for life. 





convey Whiteacre to C. by a subsequent conveyance, nothing passes 
In either case if B. has to defend his title to the land in an action 
brought by A.’s trustee in bankruptcy or by C., he cannot plead 
his conveyance or give it in evidence unless—i¢., until—it is 
properly stamped. 

On the other hand, an assignment of a policy on life, made since 
the 16th of May, 1888, produces no effect unless—i.¢., until—it is 
duly stamped. It appears to follow that if A. assigns to B., and 
afterwards, at a time while the original assignment to B. is not 
duly stemped, becomes bankrupt or assigns to C. by a deed duly 
stamped, the policy will pass to A.’s trustee in bankruptcy or to C. 
It will be too late to stamp the assignment to B. afterwards, for 
nothing passes till the deed is duly stamped, and at the time when 
it is duly stamped nothing remains in A. to pass. While we 
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believe this view to be correct, we think it right to point out that 
the punishment for erroneously stamping an assignment is so 
wholly di: propcrtionate to the offence that the courts will struggle 
against this construction. 

It may be asked, Is there any serious risk to the public; will 
not the only effect of the section be to cause solicitors to take care 
that assignments of policies are duly stamped? It is easy to see 
that cases must occur where, whatever care is taken to affix the 
proper ad valorem stamp, it may be insufficient by a small amount. 
Suppose that on the treaty for a marriage the intended husband 
agrees to rettle a policy on his life for £5,000, and the intended 
wife’s father agrees to settle £10,000; according to the modern 
practice, the policy is effected in the husband’s name, and is 
assigned by him to the trustees in the settlement itself. The 
£10,000 will be invested in the name of the trustees shortly 
before the marriage. The ad ralorem stamp will in practice be 
computed on £15,000. It may easily happen, particularly where 
the investments of the £10,000 are made in securities of a specula- 
tive nature, that a slight rise may take place in the value of the 
investments between the times when the investments are made 
(which is often a few days before the execution of the settlement) 
and the time at which their value ought to be estimated for the 
purpose of the ad valorem duty. If this should be the case, the 
settlement may be insufficiently stamped to a small amount, the 
result being that the assignment of the policy is void; so that if 
the husband becomes bankrupt it will pass to his trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. Under the old Jaw the only effect of the insufficiency of 
tte stamp would have been that the settlement would have had to 
be stamped if, owing to the husband’s bankruptcy, or for any other 
reasor, it became necessary to tender it as evidence. Under the 
new law the effect will be different. It will be the duty of the | 
iosurance office, and they will be forced for their own protection, 
to require evidence in every case that the settlement was properly 
ttamped, as if they omit to do so they not only will incur 
penalties, but may pay the moneys to the wrong persons—i.e., to 
the trustees of the settlement, instead of to the personal repre- 
s:ntatives of the husband. It will be observed that in many cases 
where there is issue of the marriage the husband will, by his will, 
have settled his residuary personal estate, so that it will be im- 
possible for bis residuary legatees, being only trustees, to waive 
their right to receive the policy-moneys as part of his estate, if, 
o wing to the settlement being improperly stamped, the assignment 
was prevented by the Act from being effective. 

There is another manner in which the ad valorem duty ona 
eettlement may be insufficient owing to no fault on the part of the 
parties or their solicitor. Suppose that, as in some forms in com- 
mon use, the settlement contains a covenani for the settlement of 
‘the other property to which the intended wife now is entitled ’— 
not, as in the better forms, “shall at the time of the intended 
marrisge be entitled ’’—and that she is, under some settlement or 
will, ofthe existence of which she may be ignorant, entitled to 
property ; the settlement ought to bear an ad valorem stamp on 
t'e value of that property. 

If the settlement is improperly stamped owing to the fault‘ 
of the solicitor—and the fact that he estimates the value of the 
stocks and property included in the settlement on the wrong day 
is his fault—he will be liable for negligence. 





Having regard to the great risk incurred by solicitors and! 


their clients when assignments of policies are made in marriage 
settlements, we consider that it would be prudent, at least, 
until the questions we have discussed have been the subject of 
judicial decision, to assign policies on life intended to be settled by 
a deed separate from the settlement itself. 








On the 3lst ult., at the Central Criminal Court, Mr. 8. D. A. Stoneham, 
a solicitor in Vigo-street, Regent-street, was indicted for the mis- 
appropriation of £120. He pleaded “ not guilty.’’ It appeared that the 
prisoner wrs concerned in some litigation on behelf of a foreign gentleman, 
which it was agreed should be settled by the payment of £120. The 
prisoner was alleged to have paid the amount into his own bankin 
account. A fresh action upon the terms of the settlement was commenced 


by the opposite party. e prisoner accepted service, and notwith- 
standing t he had received the money, he allowed judgment to be 
tigned against bis client. It was admitted that a considerable sum was 


due to the prisoner for costs. The defence was that the prisoner had a 
lien upon the money for his costs, and that he did not appropriate the sum 


—es 


THE ALTERATIONS EFFECTED BY THE COUNTY 
COURTS ACT, 1888. 


Tue passing of The County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. co. 
43), marks an epoch in the history of the county courts. Since 
their conversion into statutory county courts in 1846 no more 
useful or important Act, so far as they are concerned, has been 
placed upon the Statute Book. The new Act repeals all the 
previous County Courts Acts properly so called (section 188)* 
and absorbs within itself all the unrepealed portions of the twelve 
now obsolete County Courts Acts. But,*apart from this most 
useful and essential work of consolidation, ‘‘ The County Courts 
Act, 1888,” effects several important changes in the law which 
must now be briefly indicated. 

The Lord Chancellor, in addition to’ the power previously 
possessed by him of redistributing districts amongst the county 
court judges, is now enabled ‘to direct that any judge shall sit as 
an additional judge in any district or districts” (section 13). 

A fresh disqualification is imposed upon county court judges by 
section 14, which provides that no judge shall “ act as arbitrator 
or referee for any remuneration to himself.” This prohibition will 
certainly not fall heavily upon our hard-worked and efficient 
metropolitan county court judges, whose arduous judicial labours 
fully occupy their time and require their concentrated attention, 
but it will undoubtedly abrogate a practice prevailing amongst 
some provincial county court judges whose position and judicial 
attainments have marked them out as desirable arbitrators. 

The provision contained in section 16, whereby county court 
judges are made eligible as judges of aseize, is not exactly a new 
provision, though not hitherto embodied in any of the County 
Courts Acts, for section 7 of the Judicature Act, 1884 (47 & 48 
Vict. c. 61), expressly confers upon county court judges the same 
qualifications as are possessed by Queen’s Counsel under 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 25. 

With regard to deputy county court judges, the new Act intro- 
duces certain changes, which are contained in sections 18 and 21. 
The appointment and name of the deputy are required to be forth- 
with communicated to the Lord Chancellor, and no deputy judge, 
when appointed, is entitled to act for more than fourteen days at 
any time, unless with the approval of the Lord Chancellor, though, 
with such approval, the judge still retains the power previously 
possessed by him (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 20) of appointing a deputy to 
act for any time or times, not exceeding in the whole two months in 
any consecutive period of twelve months (section 18). In case of 
vacancies in the office of county court judge, occasioned by death 
or resignation, it is provided that the remuneration of the deputy 
shall be “a rateable proportion of the salary and travelling allow- 
ances attached to the office so vacant during any vacancy,” and 
that, ‘‘if no such deputy shall have been appointed, the Lord 
Chancellor may sppoint a deputy with the like powers and re- 
muneration for any period not exceeding three months, if the office 
shall so long remain vacant” (section 21). 

The allowance made to county court judges for travelling ex- 
penses, the Act provides, shall, in future (as in the past) be made 
by the Treasury, but henceforward only “‘ with the concurrence of 
the Lord Chancellor”; and, moreover, such allowance is to be 
regulated “with reference to the size and circumstances of the 
district of which he is judge, or in which, under the provisions of 
this Act, he is directed to sit” (section 23). 

With regard to registrars of county courts, the new Act intro- 
duces several important changes which require to be noticed. 
Only solicitors of at least five years’ standing are in future to be 
eligible for the office of registrar (section 25). Hitherto it has not 
been requisite for a solicitor to possess any time s/a/us as a qualifi- 
cation for the office (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 24). ; 

Should a vacancy occur in the office of registrar, it is provided 
that notice thereof ‘‘ shall forthwith be given by the judge having 
the appointment, and no appointmeat shall be made to fill the 
vacancy within the period of one month after the date of the notice 
without the assent of the Lord Chancellor” (section 31). 

By section 45 of the Act, it would appear to be, in effect, enacted 
that henceforward all registrars are to be paid on the same principle, 





* The County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, 1868 and 1869, are 
not, however, included in the new Act. Nor, of course, does the re 
affect the Acts which are commonly termed special statutes, and which 





without justification, After several hours’ deliberation, the j found 
the prisoner guilty, with a recommendation to mercy; and the Common 
ferjeint postponed sentence. 


confer special jurisdiction upon the county courts. 
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without regard to the date of their appointment. The same section 
also provides that, ‘‘In the case of any court where, by reason of 
the amount of business therein, or of the union of the registrar’s 
office with that of the district registrar of the High Court or the 
district probate registrar, or any other public office, the Lord 
Chancellor shall at any time be of opinion that the whole time of the 
registrar ought to be given to the public service, the Lord Chan- 
cellor may, by order to be Jaid before Parliament, direct that the 





re-enacted. Section 59 extends the jurisdiction of the county 
courts over actions of ejectment to cases where the rent or annual 
value does not exceed £50, the previous limit having been £20; 
while section 60 raises, from £20 to £50, the pecuniary limit of 
jurisdiction (which is still based upon rent or annual value) over 
actions in which the title to any corporeal or incorporeal heredita- 
ments shall come in question. By section 138 the county courts 
are given jurisdiction over actions for the recovery of small tenc- 


registrar shall not practise as a solicitor; and thereupon the | ments when the term has expired, or been determined ‘ by notice 


Treasury shall assign to the registrar such salary in respect of his 
public offices as they may think fit, having regard to all the 


to quit.’ The old provision on this subject required the tenancy 
to be determined ‘ by legal notice to quit” (19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, 


circumstances of the case, but no such salary shall exceed £1,400 | s. 50), which was defined to be the notice to quit required by law, 


a year; and every registrar to whom any such order shall apply 
shall, for all purposes, be deemed to be an officer of the Supreme 
Court within the meaning of the Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Officers) Act, 1879: Provided that no such order shall be made 
with respect to any registrar appointed before the passing of 
this Act without the consent of such registrar.” This is 
quite a new provision, which is calevlated to promote the 
efficient discharge of their public duties by registrars of county 
courts. 

By leave of the judge, ‘‘or in case of the judge’s death or un- 
avoidable absence,”’ the registrar is now empowered to enter up 
judgment for the plaintiff, where either a defendant to an action 
of contract fails to appear at the hearing (section 90), or appears 
and admits the claim (section 92). Hitherto this could only have 
been done by leave of the judge (30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, ss. 10, 17). 

The registrar is authorized, by section 10 of the Act, to adjourn 
the court to some other day, in case of the death or unavoidable 
absence of the judge; the cause of adjournment must, however, 
be entered in the minute book, and the adjournment itself must 
not take place until the registrar has disposed of the undefended 
cases. A somewhat similar provision was contained in 19 & 20 
Vict. c. 108, *. 7, which, however, also conferred a like power on 
the high bailiff, in the event of the registrar’s unavoidable 
absence, but did not stipulate that the adjournment was not to 
take place until after the disposal of the undefended cases. 

Section 92 enables registrars to hear certain disputed cases. It 
provides that, ‘‘ Subject to rules and orders under this Act a regis- 
trar may, on the application of the parties and by leave of the 
judge, hear and determine any disputed claim where the sum 
claimed or amount involved does not exceed £2.” It also, by the 
following clause, enables the judge to refer to the registrar dis- 
puted matters of account: ‘*The judge may, after deciding or 
reserving any question of liability, refer to the registrar any mere 
matter of account which is in dispute between the parties, and, 
after deciding the question of liability, may give judgment on the 
registrar’s report.” 

By section 83 affidavits which are to be used in a county court 
may now be sworn before “the clerk to the registrar nominated 
by a judge for that purpose.” 

The provisions of the new Act with regard to high bailiffs and 
bailiffs do not materially alter the previously existing law. As 
already mentioned, section 10 of the new Act, unlike section 7 of 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, does not enable the high bailiff to adjourn 
the court, in case of the death or unavoidable absence of the judge, 
if the registrar should sleo be absent. By section 35 bigh bailiffs 
and bailiffs are expressly required to conform, in the execution of 
their duties, to all such general rules as shall be from time to time 
made for regulating the proceedings of the court as thercinafter 
provided, and, subject thereunto, to the order and direction of the 
judge. And by section 48 an additional remedy is provided for 
the recovery of penalties imposed for assaulting bailiffs or rescuing 
goods taken in execution—namely, ‘‘on summary conviction in 
manner provided by the Summary Jurisdiction Act.” In inter- 
pleader cases the claimant may now “ give to the high bailiff in 
the prescribed manner security for the value of the goods claimed ”’ 
(section 156). 

The jurisdiction of the county courts has been made the subject 
ef several important changes by the new Act. Section 56, which 
defines the ordinary jurisdiction of the county courts, unlike the 
enactment which it replaces (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 58, as amended 
by 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, s. 1), no longer excepts from such jurisdic- 
tion actions ‘‘in which the validity of any devise, bequest, or 
limitation under any will or settlement may be disputed, or for any 
malicious prosecution.” The other old exceptions, however, are 





and not one depending on the express stipulation of the parties 
( Friend v. Shaw, 36 W. R. 236, 20 Q. B. D. 374). 

The 67th section defines the equitable jurisdiction of the county 
courts. It re-enacts all the clauses of section 1 of the County Courts 
Act, 1865 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 99), except clause 8, whereby a linited 
power to grant injunctions as incidental to other relief (see Pitt- 
Lewis’ County Court Practice, 3rd ed., vol. 1, p. 202) was con- 
ferred upon the county courts. This exception is probably 
attributable to the fact that a general power to grant injunctions 
is row possessed by the county courts, in common with all infe ior 
courts, by virtue of section 89 of the Judicature Act, 1873. The 
section under consideration (section 67) confers on the county 
courts a rew head of equitable jurisdiction — namely, over 
‘‘actions for relief against fraud or mistake in which the damage 
sustained or the estate or fund in respect of which relief is sought 
shall not exceed, in amount or value, the sum of £500” (sub- 
section 8). 

The derivative jurisdiction of the county courts over actions of 
contract is largely extended by the new Act, which, by section 35, 
gives power to a judge of the High Court to remit any tuch 
actions to the county court, on application made by either patty 
and at any time, when the claim does not exceed £100 (the previous 
limit having been £50) or has been reduced ‘‘ by payment, admitted 
set-off, or otherwise to a sum not exceeding £100.” As has already 
been pointed out in this journal (32 Sorrcrrors’ Jovrnat, p. 333), 
this enactment impliedly abolishes the distinction hitherto prevail- 
ing between actions remitted under section 7 of 30 & 31 Vict. ec. 
142 and issues remitted under section 26 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, 
thereby obviating, for the future, the confusion which, in the case 
of remitted issues, often arose in consequence of the trial being 
held in the county court and all other proceedings in the action, both 
before and after the trial, taking place in the High Court (Pitt 
Lewis’ County Court Practice, vol. 1, 3rd ed., p. 887). The pay- 
ment which is to have the effect of reducing a claim exceeding 
£100 to a sum not exceeding that amount, so as to bring a case 
within the derivative jurisdiction of the county courts, must, it is 
conceived, be made before action brought: Osborne v. Homlurg 
(24 W. R. 161, 1 Ex. D. 48). A precisely similar provisicn to 
the one found in section 65 was contained in section 7 of 30 & 31 
Vict. c. 142, and it received this construction: Jb.; while, on the 
other hand, where, as in section 26 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 108, re- 
duction ‘‘ by payment into court or by payment” was provided for, 
it was held that the paymeat might validly be made either before 
or after action brought: Lewis v. Lewis (36 W. R. 63, 1 Ex. D. 
48). 
The jurisdiction of the county courts which Parliament has con- 
ferred is safeguarded, as it has always been, by provisions on the 
subject of costs intended to prevent suitors from resorting to the 
High Court or any other court than the county court in cases 
within the juriediction of the county courts. These provisions 
may be thus summarized :—A plaintiff who recovers less than 
£20 in contract and £10 in tort is deprived of all his costs; while, 
if he recovers over £20, but less than £50, in contract, and over 
£10, but less than £20, in tort, he is allowed county court costs 
only, unless the judge of the High Court certifies that there was 
sufficient reason for bringing the action in that court, or if the 
High Court, or a judge thereof, shall by order allow costs. Should 
the plaintiff, however, instead of resorting to the High Court, in a 
case within the jurisdiction of the county courts, institute proceed- 
ings in some other court, he is, as heretofore (30 & 31 Vict. c. 142, 
s. 29), given county court costs only, and the judge can no longer 
entitle him to his full costs by certifying that the action was ‘‘a fit 
one to be brought in euch other court” (section 117). While on 
the subject of costs it may be as well to mention that the power to 
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award costs on any scale higher than that which would otherwise 
be applicable must, in all county court cases, henceforward be 
exercised by the county court judge by means of a certificate in 
writing (section 119). 

Section 75 of the Act prescribes the districts in which equitable 
proceedings shall be taken. It re-enacts the provisions on the 
subject contained in sections 10 and 11 of the County Courts Act, 
1865, omitting, however, sub-sections 5 and 6 of the former section, 
which provided that proceedings for the specific performance or 
the delivery up or cancelling of agreements, and all matters under 
the County Courts Act, 1865, not specifically provided for, should 
be taken in the county court of the district of which the defendants, 
or any one of them, should reside or carry on business. 


The provisions of the 82nd section, requiring notice of special 
defences to be given to the plaintiff, are made ‘subject to the 
power of amendment conferred by this Act.” 

The time within which a defendant upon whom a default 
summons has been served may give notice of defence is now re- 
duced from sixtcen days to eight days, after which period the 
p'aintiff is entit!ed te have judgment entered up (section 86). 


The investment of moneys paid into court in county court pro- 
ccedings is regulated by section 71, which contains the following 
new provision :—‘‘ Any person deriving any benefit under any 
moneys paid into « post-office savings bank under the provisions of 
this Act may, nevertheless, open an account in a post-office savings 


bank, or in any other savings bank, in his own name, without | 


being liable to any penalties imposed by any statute or regulations 
in respect of the opening of accounts in two savings banks, or of 
two accounts in the same savings banks.” 

Section 101 provides that the right of a suitor to a jury shall 


not extend to actions “of the nature of the causes or matters | 


assigned to the Chuncery Division of the High Court of Justice.” 

On the subject of the right of audience in the county courts, 
section 72 provides that ‘‘the right of a solicitor to address the 
court shall not be excluded by reason only that he is in the per- 
manent and «xclusive employment of any other solicitor.” 

With regard to the removal of actions from the county court at 
the instance of defendants who object to the trial thereof in an 
inferior court, the power of doing so in sn action of tort is, by the 
new Act, limited to cases where the plaintiff’s claim exceeds £10 
(the previous limit having been £5); and it is also provided that, 
in all cases (whether in contract or tort), ‘‘ the judge shall certify 
that, in his opinion, some important question of law or fact is 
likely to arise” (section 62). When any equitable action or 
matter, in which the subject-matter exceeds the limit of the county 
court jurisdiction, renders a transfer to the Chancery Division 
necessary, it is now provided that the whole of the procedure in 
any such transferred action or matter shall be regulated by the 
Rules of the Supreme Court (section 68). Section 126 of the Act 
enables any pending county court action to be removed into the 
High Court ‘‘if the High Court or a judge thereof shall deem it 
desirable that the action or matter shall be tried in the High Court.” 
The County Courts Act, 1846, on the other hand, limited the 
exercise of this power to cases where the debt or damage exceeded 
£5. 

With regard to applications for prohibitions, it is now provided 
that ‘‘ the judge of the court shall not be served with notice thereof 
and shall not, except by the order of a judge of the High Court, be 
required to appear or be heard thereon, and shall not, except by 
such order, be liable to any order for the payment of the costs 
thereof; but the application shall be proceeded with and heard in 
the same manner in all respects as any case of an appeal duly 
brought from a decision of a judge; and notice thereof shall be 
given to or ccrved upon the same parties as in any case of an order 
made or refused by a judge in a matter within his jurisdiction, as 
the case may be’’ (section 128). As has already been pointed out 
in this journal (32 Soxicrrors’ Jovryat, 572), this provision 
relieves the county court judge from the irksome necessity of 
determining for himself whether, in a particular case of prohibition, 
he ought to intervene. 

On the subject of the right of appeal from the county courts to 
the High Court the old provisions in regard thereto are re-enacted, 
but the proviso prohibiting appeals in cases under £20, with 
certain specified exceptions, now includes, amongst such excep- 
tions, the action of ejectment (section 120). 

As regards the mode of appeal from the county courts, the new 


Act provides that “it shall be in such manner, and subject to 
such conditions, as may be for the time being provided by the 
| Rules of the Supreme Court regulating the procedure on appeals 
| from the inferior courts to the High Court” (section 120). As stated 
| previously (32 Sorrcrrors’ Jounnat, 334), the effect of this 
| enactment is to abolish the appeal by special case, so far as county 
| court actions properly so called are concerned, substituting for it 
| the appeal by motion prescribed by the Supreme Court Rules (ord. 
59, r. 10), but still leaving it open to doubt whether, where a statute 
has given an appeal by special case to the High Court from the 
| county court, under special circumstances, such right is affected 
| Wilkinson v. Jagger, 20 Q. B. D. 423). 
| With regard to procedure on appeals, the county court judge is 
now required to furnish, or allow a copy to be taken of, the note 
| which he has been requested to make, and to sign such copy, 
| whether notice of motion by way of appeal has been served or not, 
it being provided that the copy so signed shall be used and 
received at the hearing of the appeal (section 121). 

A county court judge is now enabled to suspend execution or 
| order a discharge if satisfied of the defendant’s inability to pay, 
without the necessity of this fact being deposed to on oath (sec- 
| tion 153). He may also ‘order the Cischarge of any debtor con- 
| fined in prison by order of a court, who, on account of sickness, 
| insanity, or other sufficient cause, ought, in the opinion of the 
judge, to be discharged” (section 153). 
| The power of committal for contempt possessel by county court 
| judges is extended so as to include cases where any person shall 
wilfully insult a witness (section 162). 

With regard to fines imposed by county courts, it is provided 
that they may be enforced upon the o:der of the judge in like 
manner as.payment of any debt adjudged by the court “‘ to be 
paid, or in such manner as payment of a sum adjudged to be paid 
on summary conviction may be enforced under the Summary Juris- 
diction Acts” (section 167). 

Is is provided, by section 180 of the Act, that county court 
process, purporting to be sealed with the seal of the court, 
shall, in England, be received in evidence without further proof 
thereof. 








THE RIGHTS OF MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE 
ON A LEASE MADE BY THE MORTGAGOR ALONE 
UNDER THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 


Tue case of The Municipal Permanent Investment Building Society 
v. Smith, reported elsewhere, opens a curious field for speculation. 
The facts of the case werethese. D., being mortgagor in possession 
of land, granted a lease, in 1885, to the defeadant in accordance 
with the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, without the 
concurrence of the mortgagees. Subsequently the defendant 
advanced £1,000 to D. on the terms that he should repay himself 
out of the rents as they became due. Before the £1,000 was 
repaid the mortgagees gave notice to the defendant to pay to them 
the rent reserved by the lease, and, upon his declining to do so, 
they brought an action to recover the lands upon a forfeiture for 
breach of covenant for the payment of the rent. The court 
unanimously decided in favour of the plaintiffs. 

While the Lords Justices, in describing the nature of the relation- 
ship arising between the mortgagee and the tenant who accepts a lease 
from the mortgagor alone under the provisions of the Act, did not use 
identical language, they clearly meant the same thing. The points 
in the judgment were the following (we have not followed the 
language of the report). 1. That section 18 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, authorizes the mortgagor in possession to make a lease 
of the nature mentioned in the section good as against the mort- 
gagee. 2. That, the term being created out of the estate of the 
mortgagee, he acquires, on the lease being made, the reversion 
expectant on the term, and therefore, by section 10, the rent 
becomes payable to him. 3. That, whether the tenant has notice 
of the mortgage or not, he can safely pay his rent to the mort- 
gagor until the mortgagee gives him notice, not of the mortgage, 
but to pay the rent to him. 4. That upon such notice being given 
the rights of the mortgagor against the tenant (7.¢., his rights as 
reversioner) cease, and those of the mortgagee become exerciseable. 
5. That the agreement as to the £1,000 was a mere collateral 
agreement as to the application of rent belonging to the mortgagor, 
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not binding on the mortgagees, and that as, in the event, the rent 
did not belong to the mortgagor, but to the mortgagees, it was not 
bound by the agreement. [See, as to leases granted by a mortgagor 
without the concurrence of the mortgagee, Elphinstone’s Introduc- 
tion to Conveyancing, 147. | 

Suppose that the agreement as to the £1,000 had been 
contained in the lease itself, a question of great nicety would 
have atisen: would the lease have been altogether void as 
against the mortgagee on the ground that it was not in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the Conveyancing Act, or would 
it have been binding on him, subject to his right to repudiate the 
unauthorized covenant ? 

Again, the only provisions in section 18 as to the rent to 
be reserved are—sub-section (6), that it is to be the best rent 
that can reasonably be obtained; sub-section (7), that the lease is 
to contain a covenant by the lessee for payment, and a condition 
for re-entry on non-payment of rent for a time not exceeding 
thirty days; sub-section (10), that in a building lease a nominal rent 
may be reserved during the first five years or any less time. The 
question arises, Is there any restriction as to the times at which 
the rent is to be made payable; may it be reserved annually or 
biennially? If this is allowable a mortgagee might be put to 
great inconvenience. Perhaps it is hardly worth providing against 
the mortgagor reserving rent in so unusual a manner, but if thought 
necessary it would be easy to insert a provision in the mortgage 
deed that in every lease granted under the provisions of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, the rent should be made payable half- 
yearly or quarterly. 








THE LIABILITY OF PLACES OF WORSHIP FOR 
PAVING, &c., EXPENSES. 
I. 


In these days, when the legal inequality so long existing between 
members of the Church of England and Nonconformists has been 
reduced almost to vanishing point, it may be of interest to call atten- 
tion to a somewhat curious relic of this arising under the Metropolis 
Managemant Acts, 1855 and 1862, and perhaps also under the Public 
Health Act, 1875. 

The question is virtually identical in each of these cases, but has 
only been the subject of judicial decision, as far as can be ascertained 
from a careful scrutiny of the text-books and reports, in connection 
with the former Acts. 

Section 105 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, in effect 
makes provision for the good and sufficient paving of such new 
streets and repairing of such streets already paved as the vestry or 
board having authority over the district may deem it necessary or 
expedient to pave or repair, and provides that ‘‘the owners of the 
houses forming such street shall on demand pay to such vestry or 
board the amount of the estimated expenses of providing and laying 
such pavement (such amount to be determined by the surveyor for the 
time being of the vestry or board).’’ The defect apparent in this Act, 
by which the owners of ‘‘ houses” only were rateable, led to the 
extension of the liability in a subsequent Act. The Metropolis 
Management Amendment Act, 1862, s. 77, which provided ‘‘ that not 
only the houses but the /and should contribute, and the land not 
being so valuable and possibly not receiving the sime advantages, 
should, if the vestry or board should think fit, contribute in a less 
ee than the house property in the street” (Coleridge, C.J., in 

. 10 Q. B. 207). It must be remembered that these two Acts 
apply only to the ‘‘ metropolis” as defined in section 250 of the Act 
of 1855, including the City of London and the parishes and places 
mentioned in the schedules to that statute, which are practically co- 
extensive with the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Board of Works. 

It will be noticed that there is no exception specifically made in either 
of these Acts in favour of any kind of property or any class of persons, 
as there has since been made by the Legislature in dealing with the 
same principles as applicable more generally under the Public Health 
Act, 1875, ss. 150, 151. Itis true that by section 162 of the Act of 1855 
there is an a in very wide terms made in favour of ‘‘ places 
of religious worship and burial grounds ”’ from “‘ any rate for the costs 
and charges of paving or repairing the pavements within any 
parochial or other districts.” This has never, however, been taken to 
apply to cases arising under section 105, presumably on the ground 
that it does not include in the term “rate” the “amount of the 
estimated expenses ”’ referred to in the latter section (see the argument 
of counsel and the observations of Lush, J., at p. 717 0f LL. R.3Q. B, 
Angell v. Paddington). Consequently section 162 may for the present 


Assuming, therefore, that this is so, the only cases which have been 
held to constitute an exception to the general liability are those which 
are based on the principle well stated by Lord Watson in Great Eastern 
Railway Co. v. Hackney Board of Works (31 W. R. 769, 8 App. Cas., at 
p. 693), that ‘‘the authorities appear to establish this proposition, 
that the person invested with the property of heritable subjects 
which have been placed ‘exfra commercium,’ or are subject in per- 
petuity to the burden of a public right which deprives him of their 
beneficial use, is not an owner of land within the meaning of the 
77th section of the Act of 1862.” In other words, an exception to 
the liability of ‘‘ lands ” or ‘‘ houses,” under the section in question 
arises in the case where such ‘‘ lands” or ‘‘ houses” are stamped 
unalterably with a character which precludes anyone from coming 
within the statutory definition of ‘‘ owner” in respect of the same— 
i.e., the person for the time, being receiving the rack-rent of the 
lands or premises in connection with which the said word is used, 
whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other 
person, or who would so receive the same if such lands or premises 
were let at a rack-rent’”’ (section 250 of the Act of 1855). 

In pursuance of this principle there are to be found in the reported 
decisions two classes of cases which come within its scope—i.e., (1) 
cases in which lands or premises have been placed ‘‘ extra commer- 
cium” by an irrevocable dedication of them to the public, which has 
placed them entirely outside the pale of private dealing or individual 
ownership—e.g., public highways; and (2) cases in which the same 
end has been arrived at by the consecration of them to religious pur- 
poses in such a way that they are “struck with a legal incapacity 
of ever being used” as a subject of ordinary dealing. The chief 
authority on the former class is the case of Zhe Plumstead Board o 
Works v. The British Land Co. (L. R. 10 Q. B. 203), where the f 
Exchequer Chamber of six judges held that the owners of the solum 
of roads which had been fully dedicated to the public were not, 
although these roads abutted on a new street, owners of “land”’ 
within the meaning of the Acts. The Court of Queen’s Bench had 
four years previously decided, in the somewhat analogous case of 
Northbrook v. Plums'ead Board of Works (L. R. 7 Q. B. 183), that the 
owner of the soil of certain private roads leading out of a new street 
was liable to contribute in terms of section 77 of the Act of 1855, and 
the case was held to be distinguishable from the one first mentioned 
on the ground that there was, in the case then before the court, only a 
partial and not an absolute dedication to the public, and in the words 
of Lord Coleridge in the Plumstead case, at p. 208, ‘‘ The owner might. 
at any moment Tove put an end to the dedication of the roads to his 
own tenants, which was all he had ever done.” 

With respect to the second class of cases, there have been several 
decisions which run rather fine in some points, but which all tend 
towards the same ultimate conclusion. The earliest case of % | import- 
ance is Angell v. The Vestry of Paddington (16 W. R. 1137,L.R 3 BB. 
714), where it was held that a church built on land conveyed to the com- 
missioners for building additional churches is not liable to be assessed to 
the expenses of forming a new street either as “house” or “ land” 
under the Actsin question. ‘The conveyance was conclusively proved, 
as also was the consecration of the place to religious purposes by the 
Bishop of Oxford under a commission from the Bishop of London. 
It should be noticed in passing, as bearing somewhat on a future 

hase of the subject, that Blackburn, J., said that he ‘‘ could not see 
ee the commissioners for building additional churches could be 
said to be ‘ owners’ within the meaning of the statute ” (p. 718). The 
more recent case of Caiger v. Vestry of St. Mury, Islington (29 W. R. 
538) dealt with the question much more fully. It was an action 
under the Metropolis Management Acts for proportionate expenses of 
paving against the trustees of Highbury-hill Chapel, a Nonconformist 
place of worship duly registered and certified (but, of course, not dedi- 
cated in perpetuity to religious uses), and held by the trustees as lessees 
for a term of years with a covenant not to use the premises for any 
other purpose than for the Pr.testant Nonconformist form of religious 
worship. Grove, J., said: ‘‘ There is nothing except the covenant inter 
partes, and which could be waived by the lessor to bind the lessee to 
continue its use as a chapel.” Further, the court held that i There 
is nothing except the agreement to prevent the pr. mises being let at 
a rack rent”—i.e, in such a way as to bring the lessor or lessee 
within the scope of the definition of ‘‘ owner” given in the inter- 
pretation clauses of the Actsin question. It should be observed in pass- 
ing that part of the premises were used as a residence for the care- 
taker and as offices of a similar kind. The whole question was very 
elaborately reviewed by the Court of Appeal in the still more recent 
case of Wright v. Ingle(16 Q. B. D. 379) Here the appellants were 
the trustees of a Wesleyan Methodist chapel, with schools and land 
attached to it, which they held on lease for a term of ninety years, 
with a proviso, inter alia, for re-entry by the lessors for non-payment 
of rent or in case of the breach or non-performance of any of the 
lessee’s covenants. The conditions and terms of the trust deed were 
those of an incorporated deed inrolled in chancery in 1832, by which 
premises were conveyed in fee to certain trustees, ‘‘ to be used, occu- 





purpose be ignored. 


pied, and enjoyed as and for a place of religious worship by a congrega- 
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tion of Protestants of the people called Methodists, . . . ” and power 
was given to the trustees for the time being to mortgage any or all of 
such premises for securing such sum or sums of money as might be 
requisite for the due execution of the purposes of the trust; and 
power to sell with the consent of the Conference. The chapel was duly 
certified under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 30. The question virtually before the 
court was twofold—1, whether the trustees were ‘‘ owners” within 
the meaning of the Acts; 2, whether the premises were ‘‘land”’ or 
‘a house” in the same way. The court took a wide review of all 
the authorities and principles, dismissing at the outset any doubt as 
to the liability of the school and lands, and confining their attention 
to the chapel itself. All the three judges dealt with the question as 
to whether the chapel was a “house,” although the two Lords 
Justices concurred in the opinion that, at all events, it would come 
under the term ‘‘Jand.’’ The answer to each of the two questions 
was in the affirmative, the chapel being held to be ‘‘a house” and 
the trustees ‘‘ owners” under the Metropolis Management Acts. 

The ratio decidendi in each of the three judgments was the prin- 
ciple above stated—that (in the words of Bowen, L.J., at p. 401°, ‘‘ The 
chapel, although its uses are restricted by agreement between the per- 
sons to whom it belongs, was a building capableof being used as a‘ house” 
and @ fortiori that the school and yard attached to it were capable of 
such user.” The reasoning of Lord Mansfield in the old rating case of 


Robson v. Hyde (Caldecott’s Rep. 310) was strongly relied upon as | 


bearing out this contention—i.c., that a Nonconformist chapel is not 
a consecrated place, and the ecclesiastical law cannot take notice of 
it. ‘‘It is a mere private room ”’ let out, it is true, at present for the 
purposes of religious worship, but which, at his pleasure, the owner 
may apply to any other use. It is said, indeed, that he is restrained 
from doing this by covenant, but the restriction by covenant 
does not vary the nature of the property.”’ It was pointed out 
that this decision was not at variance with Angell v. Vestry of 
Paddington, which was distinguishable on the very ground stated 
above, that the subject-matter was a church consecrated in con- 
nection with the Church of England. The Master of the Rolls very 
clearly explained this at p. 391: ‘‘Weknow that by the common 
law a consecrated church cannot be used as a habitation for man. 
That shews that it is not to be considered a ‘house’ within the 
meaning of these Acts. And I cannot doubt that, if a statute puts 


a building of any kind i: the same position in this respect as a | 
” 


church, the same consequence must follow. 

This important case must be taken to be a final settlement of the 
question as arising under the Metropolis Management Acts, and in 
connection with this phase of the subject there are two other in 
structive cases which should be referred to, though they actually deal 
with the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855—i.e., Nouritzan v. Laba- 
mondicre (38 L. J. M. C. 95), and, more recently, The Queen v. Lee (4 
Q. B. D. 75). 

A word or two may be said before passing from the above question 
as to the extent of the general rule deducible from the various cases 
cited. It will be observed, firstly, that in both Caiger v. Islington and 
Wright v. Ingle the trustees were only lessees of the premises, so that 
in any case on the determination of the leases the premises would 
come again fully ‘intra commercium”; and, secondly, that in each 
case apparently (certainly in the latter) the trustees had powers 
expressly conferred by the trust deed to sell, mortgage, and cther- 
wise deal with the premises in such a way that, by the exercise of 
such power, the premises might at any time come altogether “ intra 
commercium.” These two considerations alone would perhaps suffice 
to render the exemption of the chapels from the paving rates unjust 
on technical grounds, but it might be submitted with some degree 
of plausibility that there might be, and undoubtedly are, many in- 
stances of Nonconformist places of worship which might justly claim 
not to be within the ratio decidendi of the above cases, and so to be 
exempt in the same way as Episcopal churches~e.7., when the fee 
simple of a Nonconformist chapel is vested in trustees for religious 
purposes for ever without any power of, or even with an absolute 
restraint on, alienation or other dealing with the premises in the 
ordinary way. Such a case as this, however, has not, as far as is 
ascertainable, yet been before the courts for decision. 


REVIEWS. 


WILSON’S PRACTICE. 


WItson’s PRACTICE OF TITE SUPREME CovuRT OF JUDICATURE, 
CONTAINING THE ACTS, RULES, AND REGULATIONS RELATING TO 
THE SUPREME Court; witn PracticaAL Notes. SEVENTH 
EpiTion. By Cuartes Burney, B.A., a Chief Clerk of Mr. 
Justice Chitty; M. Mtir Mackenziz, B.A.; and C, ARNOLD 


WHITE, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 

This work improves with each successive annual issue. The notes 
are well arranged, and have been carefully revised, the new rules 
added, and the practice decisions within the area to which the 


editors’ vision is confined, are referred to, and their effect is very 
wel] stated They are said to be nearly 300 in number. We may 
perhaps, however, venture to say that it seems not a little singular 
that, while the Weekly Notes’ scraps are constantly cited, the reports 
of practice cases which have appeared in this and other legal journals 
during the last year are seldom referred to. The collection of the 
new rules and regulations is very careful, including even the very 
recent regulations for trial of actions in the Queen’s Bench Division ; 
and the directions given by Mr. Justice Kekewich as to the business 
in the district registries of Liverpool and Manchester are also given. 
The new rule as to investment of cash under the control of the court 
is printed at p 516a, but of course the editors could not be aware of 
its postponement. The index is excellent, and the book, besides 
giving all the Acts, rules and regulations, constitutes a very compact 
and convenient digest of the decisions. It has changed its name 
with good reason, for the Acts are now a comparatively small part of 
the volume. 


THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1888, 


Tur Locat GovERNMENT ACT, 1888, AND THE INCORPORATED 
PROVISIONS OF THE MUNICIPAL CorPorRATIONS AcT, 1882; THE 
Municrpat Exvectors (Corrupt Practices) Act, 1884; AND THE 
Batutotr Act, 1872, witm INTRODUCTION, NOTES, AND INDEX. By 
ALEX. MAacMoRRAN, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


|THE County CoUNCILLOR’s GUIDE: BEING A HANDBOOK TO THE 
LocAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 1888, AND THE VARIOUS PROVISIONS OF 
THE MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS AND OTHER ACTs INCORPORATED 
WITH IT. By HENRY Hosnovss, M.P., and E. L. FANSHAWE, Bar- 
risters-at-Law. W. Maxwell & Son. 





Tue Law RELATING TO County Councits: BEING THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AcT, 1888; County ExeEcrors Act, 1888; THE 


INCORPORATED CLAUSES OF THE MunicrpaAL Corporations ACT, 
1882. By C. N. BAzALcerre, M.A., and GEoRGE HUMPHREYS, 
B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 


Tue Locan GOVERNMENT Act, 1888, AND THE STATUTES INCOR- 
PORATED THEREWITH, CONTAINING THE WHOLE STATUTE LAW AS 

| 0 THE ELECTION, PowERS, AND DUTIES OF THE NEW COUNTY 
CouNcILs, AND GENERAL RULES AS TO ELECTIONS, PETITIONS, &C., 
Witt EXPLANATORY Notes. By J. V. VESEY FITZGERALD, B.A., 
and MicuaEL G. Guiry, LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. Waterlow 
Bros. & Layton (Limited). 

A Hanpsooxk To THE LocaAL GOVERNMENT (ENGLAND AND WALES) 
Act, 188%, FoR THE USE oF COUNCILLORS AND OTHERS. By 
ALEX. GLEN, M.A., LL.B., and R. CunnrncHam GLEN, M.A.,, 
LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. Knight & Co. 


Mr. Macmorran’s book, like most of the others, is framed on the 
time-honoured system of printing the sections in full, with inter- 
polated notes. The explanations and cross-references contained in 
these notes are very intelligent. and practical, and will be found of 
material assistance in understanding the provisions of the Act. The 
lack of the book seems to us to be a fuller introduction, containing a 
more complete account of the changes effected by the Act ; the out- 
line given in the introduction is good as far as it goes, but is too 
bare. The very full index will, no doubt, enable the reader to find 
his way readily to the provisions of the Act, but, especially at pre- 
sent, it would be useful to the reader to have before him a connected 
statement of the mode of election of the county council, its business, 
and the manner of conducting it. The book contains, besides the 
Locil Government Act, the incorporated Acts relating to the consti- 
tution, election, and business of the county councils, and the effect of 
the other statutes referred to in the Act is stated in the notes. 

Messrs. Hobhouse and Fanshawe’s book is a very useful edition of 
the new Act, and, moreover, has the advantage of being in small 
| compass. The authors deal with the Act in the same manner as Mr. 
| Macmorran—namely, by printing the sections with interpolated 
| notes, but they prefix not only a short introduction, but also a useful 
| epitome of the Act and the incorporated statutes. The notes are 
terse, but very complete and practical. The effect of the sections is 
first given in a general note, and this is followed by notes explanatory 
of particular points in the sections. This is a very convenient mode 
of annotation. 

Messrs. Bazalgette and Humpbrey’s edition of the Act is the most 
| stately as regards size, and the best in point of type, of all the works 

before us. There is a good introduction, and then the Act is dealt 
with asin the above-mentioned books. The notes to the sections 
give references to the Acts bearing on the subject as printed (together 
| with the cases on these Acts) in the authors’ work on Local and 
| Municipal Government, and often also contain useful explanations of 
| the provisions of the sections. So far ag they go, the notes are careful 
| and helpful, but we think that they might have been advantageously 
increased in number. The County Electors Act and the material 
| parts of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, are printed, and the 
atter is very well annotated, but we rather object to the occasional 
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substitution of ‘‘ see Jones v. Jones ” for a statement of the effect of the 
case. The appendix contains the Order in Council under section 13 
of the County Electors Act, 1888 ; circulars of the Local Government 
Board; and a very useful analysis of the Acts defining the powers, 
duties, and liabilities of the Metropolitan Board of Works. 

Messrs. Fitzgerald and Guiry’s work has a fairly full introduction, 
conveniently sub-divided into headings, and a time table —- 
mainly to registration proceedings. The Act is then given in full, 
with notes after many of the sections; the annotation is not, how- 
ever, 80 complete as in the above-mentioned books. The material 
parts of the Acts incorporated or referred to are also printed with 
annotations, and there is a tolerably full index. 

Messrs. Glen’s little book contains, in a popular form, a well- 
written account of the existing local authorities and the new authori- 
ties constituted by the Act. The book is without index, but this 
want is to be supplied, and the book is stated to be preliminary to a 
more technical book on the Act by Mr. Alexander Glen. 


COAL MINES REGULATION ACT, 1887. 


THe Coat Mines Recunation Act, 1887, BEING THE ACT REGU- 
LATING MINES OF COAL, STRATIFIED IRONSTONE, SHALE, AND 
FrrecLAy. ALso A DIGEST OF THE LAW RELATING TO TRUCK, 
WITH A REPRINT OF THE EXISTING STATUTES, AND NOTES OF 
CasEs. By MAskKELL W. PEAcE, Solicitor. Reeves & Turner. 


Mr. Peace is well known as the solicitor to the Mining Association 
of Great Britain and as the author of treatises on the Regulation of 
Mines Acts of 1860 and 1872, and as might be expected from his 
position and experience, he has produced a thoroughly useful and 
practical work on the Coal Mines Regulation Act of last year and 
other kindred matters. It is all the more complete for having been 
delayed for some time since the passing of the Act, as this has 
enabled the author to include the latest official documents and forms 
and other information, and also the important judgment of the 
Court of Appeal of the present year in Bourne v. The Netherseul 
Colliery Co. (Limited) (36 W. R. 405). The book opens with a very full 
explanatory introduction to and digest of the Act of 1887, and a 
digest of the law relating to truck, the two together extending over 
about a hundred clearly printed pages, and upon this follows a reprint 
of the Act itself, with notes. These point out in detail the changes 
that have been made in the law, besides giving much practical 
information. So much of the Truck Act of 1831 as remains unre- 
pealed is then printed in full, notes being appended, as before, to the 
various sections, and the whole of the Truck Amendment Act of 1887. 
Lastly, there is a copious appendix, containing information as to the 
examination for certificates under the Coal Mines Regulation Act of 
1887, various practical forms required for the working of the Act, 
and the result of the decisions bearing on the subject. The judg- 
ments in some of the more important cases are given in full, and the 
rest are shortly epitomized. The book has obviously been compiled 
with great care, and, considering the large number of persons affected 
by the matters to which it relates and to whom an actual knowledge 
of the requirements of the law is necessary, it is likely to have a 
large circulation. 


BILLS OF EXCHANGE, BANKRUPTCY, AND BILLS OF SALE, 

VADE MECUM TO THE BILLS OF EXCHANGE, BANKRUPTCY, AND BILLS 
oF SALE Acts. CoMPRISING A COMPLETE LIsT oF CASES APPENDED 
TO THE VARIOUS SECTIONS OF THE ACT TO WHICH THEY RESPEC- 
TIVELY REFER. By SYLVAIN MAYER, B.A., Ph.D., Barrister-at- 
Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The author of this book, in his preface, takes exception to the manner 
in which these statutes are usually edited. Most editions, he says, 
‘are overcharged with what presumes to be a digest of cases decided 
under the various sections. Now, it is a well-known fact that practi- 
tioners have little or no confidence in the epitome of cases given by 
the authors of text-books, and consequently those books—in most 
cases very voluminous and expensive—fail in reality to afford the 
assistance intended.” Hence the author has compiled a book which 
does not offer the little appreciated help of a digest of the cases, but 
yet presents something more than a plain unvarnished reprint of the 
statutes. This something more consists of a list, placed at the erd of 
the various sections, of cases which have been decided upon them. 
For instance, after section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
specifies what property of a bankrupt is divisible among his 
creditors, there follows a list of fifty-six cases, and after other sections 
of importance the number is correspondingly great. It may, perhaps, 
be reasonably suggested that the author has somewhat overshot his 
mark, and while the practitioner may be disinclined to trust in the 
last instance to the epitome of cases given in text-books, yet he finds 
it convenient to have some indication as to the nature of the case and 
the particular point to which it refers. The section above referred to 
comprises five separate sub-clauses, and in several cases the decisions 
only refer to particular phrases therein contained. Thus Colonial Bank 


v. Whinney (11 App Cas. 426) is a decision upon the meaning, inter 
alia, of «things in action,” but the practitioner who was unaware of 
this, and wanted such a case, would presumably have the trouble of 
searching through the forty cases which precede it, and all because 
epitomes of them are untrustworthy. Had the author taken a little 
more trouble, and given slight indications of the particular matter to 
which the cases refer, he would have produced a much more service- 
able work. However, so much as he engages to do he does well, and 
this will be found to be a clear and handy reprint of the statutes, to- 
gether with full lists of the decided cases. 





PARTNERSHIP, 


A DIGEST OF THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP, WITH AN INTRODUCTORY 
Essay oN CopIFIcaTion. By FREDERICK Pottock, M.A., LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. FourTu EDITION. &tevens & Sons. 


This useful digest of the Jaw of partnership is too well known to 
require any comment. The first edition was published in 1877; in 
1888 a fourth appears; this is sufficient evidence of its usefulness 
and popularity. We presume the printing of the book had gone too 
far for a reference to be inserted to the recent important case of 
Badeley v. Consolidated Bank (36 W. R. 745, 388 Ch. D. 238) upon the 
effect of sharing profits as a test of partnership. In ree L, 
art. 2, Professor Pollock says :—‘‘ The receipt of a share of profits, or 
of a payment contingent upon or varying with profits, is relevant, 
but not conclusive, to shew the existence of a partnership. Whether 
a partnership does or does not exist in any particular case depends on 
the real intention and contract of the parties as shewn by the whole 
facts of the case.’ A reference to the above decision will shew that 
the rule as thus stated—and it has not been materially altered since 
the first edition—is in accordance with the carefully-considered 
judgment of the Court of Appeal (32 Soicirors’ JourNaL, p. 640). 


THE COUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888. 


TuE County Courts AcT, 1888, WITH AN INTRODUCTION INDICATING 
THE LEADING ALTERATIONS MADE BY THE ACT; A COMPREHENSIVE 
INDEX; THE HicH Court RULES RELATING TO CounTy CouRT 
AprrEazs, &c., &¢., AND THE CounTY Courts ADMIRALTY JURISDIC- 
TION Acts, 1868 AND 1869; Witt A SEPARATE INDEX, By R. T. 
Hunter, Chief Clerk, County Court, Stockton-on-Tees, Waterlow 
& Sons (Limited). 

This edition of ‘‘The County Courts Act, 1888,” supplies an 
immediate want of the profession and public at large. By aid of the 
introduction the reader speedily becomes acquainted with all the 
important alterations effected in county court procedure by the new 
Act, while the full index to its provisions, which has been carefully 
compiled, will be found most useful by the suitor and practitioner. 
A table, shewing the sections that correspond to those repealed, has 
been added for convenience of reference. In order to make the 
volume as useful and complete as possible, Mr. Tlunter has included 
in it ‘*‘ The County Courts Admiralty Acts, 1863 and 1869,’ with a 
separate index thereto. These Acts are, it is believed, the only Acts 
relating exclusively to the county courts which have survived the 
new Act, which, however, repeals the twelve county courts Acts, 
and, at the same time, consolidates and amends their provisions, 
There will also be found in the present volume a full list of the Acts, 
giving special jurisdiction to the county courts and which are un- 
touched by ‘‘ The County Courts Act, 1858.” The High Court rules 
relating to County Court Appeals have likewise been printed. Mr, 
Hunter’s little work is undoubtedly one of great practical value, and 
merits a wide circulation. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOUIETY., 
[To the Lditur of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—I see a paragraph in your columns this week stating that the 
new president of the Incorporated Law Society is endeavouring to 
induce all solicitors who are not members to become so. But what is 
the use of the institution to City solicitors, half an hour’s walk from 
the library ? its chief attraction. 

In my humble opinion the Law Society, by not establishing a 
branch in the City, will drive City solicitors to the new law library, 
which I see by an advertisement is now open, in Abchurch-lane, and I 
(though a member of the Incorporated Law Society) for one shall 
gladly avail myself of it. A City SoLiciTor. 

[But is there not another point of view than personal convenience ? 


We understand the president to put his appeal mainly on other 
grounds.—Eb, §, J.] 








| 
| 
| 
| 


10 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 3, 1888. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE SOLICITORS ACT, 1877. 


In pursuance of the powers contained in the Solicitors Act, 1877, 
and of every other power in this behalf, we hereby order as 
follows :— 

A certificate of having passed a preliminary examination under 
the said Act shall not be required from any person who has passed 
the preliminary examination of the Victoria University, and any 
person who has passed the said preliminary examination in the 
first division may, if otherwise duly qualified, be admitted and en- 
rolled as a solicitor after service under articles of clerkship to a 
practising solicitor for the term of four years. 

Provided, always, that Latin shall be one of the subjects taken at 
the preliminary examination of the Victoria University by such 
person. 

(Signed) CoLERIDGE, 
Lord Chief Justice of England. 
ESHER, 
Master of the Rolls. 
Dated 1st September, 1888. 





RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, ORD. XXIL., R. 17. 
House of Lords, 8.W., 24 October, 1888, 
The operation of rule 1 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
August, 1888, substituted for Ord. XXII., r. 17, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, is postponed; and Ord. XXIL, r. 17, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, remains in force accordingly. 
By ORDER OF THE RULE COMMITTEE. 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal. 
LEWIS v. GRAHAM—No. 1, 31st October. 


Mayonr’s Covrt—Jvnrispictrion—" Canny on Bustngss’’—Soxicrtor’s CLERK 
—Mayor’s Courr;Procepvure Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. city.) 8, 12. 
Appeal from the Queen's Bench Division (Lord Coleridge, O.J., and 

Mathew, J.) granting a writ of prohibition to restrain further proceedings 

in the action in the Mayor’s Court, London. The action was for £50 

damages for trespass to goods. The alleged trespass occurred at Lewisham, 

and the defendant lived at Lewisham, but was a clerk employed in a 

solicitor’s office in the City. The Divisional Court held that the defendant 

did not ‘ carry on business ”’ within the City within the meaning of section 

12 of the Mayor’s Court Procedure Act, 1857, and granted the prohibition 

(36 W. RB. 574). Section 12 enacts that ‘‘ where the debt or damage 

claimed in any action shall not exceed the sum of £50, no plea to the 

jurisdiction shall be allowed, provided the defendant or one of the defen- 
dants shall dwell or carry on business wilhin the City of London, or the 

liberties thereof, at the time of action brought,” &c. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L JJ.), dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the words ‘‘ carry on business’ had 
a well-known meaning in connection with the case of a married woman 
carrying on business in the City of London, who had always been liable to 
be made bankrupt. No one could doubt that ‘‘carrying on business’’ 
there meant carrying on her own business. A mere shop girl would not 
come within the words. The same meaning must be given to the words in 
this statute. They meant “carry on his or her business.” That being so, 
Buckley v. Hann (5 Ex. 43) and Sangster v. Kay (5 Ex. 386) were authorities 
to shew that a person in the position of a clerk, whose duty it was to obey 
orders, did not carry on his business at his employer's office. Ez parte 
Breull (29 W. R. 299, 16 Ch. D. 484) was a case in which the distribution 
of business between the bankruptcy courts came in question, and the court, 
having regard to the object of the rule in question, gave the words 
‘* carry on business ’’ their wide and secondary meaning. In dealing with 
a question of local jurisdiction, the Act did not oblige the court to give the 
words a meaning other than their ordinary meaning. The perscn must 
conduct the business as his own or it must be his own business. He must 
have control over the business, and not be a mere servant who was to do 
what he was told. The probibition must go. Fry, L.J., concurred. A 
man might be said to be busy without carrying on business. To carry on 
business was a narrower term than to be busy or to do business. It im- 
ported control over the business and pecuniary gain from it. That was 
the natural meaning of the words. A solicitor’s clerk, therefore, did not 
** carry on business” where his master’s office was. As to the case of Er 
parte Breull, the court there purposely gave the words their wide and 
secondary meaning, having regard to the subject-matter. Lorss, L.J., 
also agreed that the words ‘‘ carry on business’’ in section 12 meant carry 
on his business. They implied the power of direction or control as dis- 
tinguished from service. A solicitor’s clerk was in a position of service, 
and did not carry on his business.—Covnse1, Crump, Q.0., and Probyn ; 
Candy, Q.C., and Daldy. Soricrrors, Aird ¢ Hood; Groom & Sons. 





* These cases are specially reported for the SoLicrToRs’ JOURNAL by barristers 
appointed in the different courts. . 


MUNICIPAL PERMANENT INVESTMENT BUILDING SOCIETY v. SMITH— 
No. 1,, 30th October. 


LANDLORD AND Tgenant-—-LeasE spy Mortcacor 1x Possgsston—RIGuT or 
Mortcacee To Bengrir or tHE Covenants—Conveyancine Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), ss. 10, 18. 

Action to recover possession of land. On the 8th of May, 1882, one Davie, 
the owner in fee of certain property, mortgaged it to the plaintiffs as 
security foraloan. On the 28th of May, 1885, Davis, being mortgagor in 
possession, granted a building lease of the property for ninety-nine years 
to the defendant, and the lease contained a covenant on the part of the 
defendant to pay the rent and a proviso for re-entry upon — a. 
The lease also contained all the stipulations reqired by section 18 of the 
Conveyancing Act,1881. ‘The plaintiffs were no jies to the lease. The 
defendant subsequently lent £1,000 to Davis on the terms that the defend. 
ant should repay himself out of the rent as it became due. The 
plaintiffs subsequently gave the defendant notice of their title as mortga- 
gees, and required him to pay the rent to them. The defendant refused 
to do so, and this action was accordingly brought to recover possession of 
the premises upon breach of the covenant in the lease. e question 
raised was whether the plaintiffs were entitled, under the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, to the rights of reversioners. Hawkins, J., gave judgment for 
the plaintiffe. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lopzgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the effect of section 18 of the 
Oonveyancing Act, 1881, was that a lease such as was there described, made 
by a mortgagor in possession, was good against the mortgagee, just as if it 
had been made with his authority. A relation was thereby constituted 
between the mortgagee and the tenant. Whether the tenant had or had 
not notice of the existence of the mortgage, he would be safe in dealing 
with the mortgagor until the mortgagee took some ~~ in the matter. 
Then section 10 said in effect that the covenants in the lease were to go 
with the reversionary estate. The mortgagee had the reversio estate. 
In his opinion the mortgagee must give notice to the tenant of his 
intention to exercise his rights under the lease, aud after that the tenant 
was liable to the mortgagee for the performance of the covenants, and 
the mortgagee alone could re-enter on breach of any of them. The 

laintiffs, therefore, were entitled to succeed. Fry, L.J., concurred. 
ction 18 empowered the mortgagor in possession to make a lease such as 
there mentioned. That was to say, it empowered the mortgagor to create 

a term of years out of the estate cf the mortgagee, and to convert the 

estate of the mortgagee into a reversion expectant ona term. That was 

strong to shew that the mortgagee should have the rights of a reversioner 
against the tenant, and this view was confirmed by the provisions of 

sub-sections 11 and 12; but if there was any doubt about it, section 10 

removed it. That section in effect enacted that every covenant, provided 

it related to the subject-matter of the lease, and was to be observed by 
the tenant, passed to the immediate reversioner, notwithstanding severance 
of the reversion. The case of mortgagor and mortgagee was an instance 
of severance of the reversion. The mortgagees, therefore, could enforce 
the terms of the lease and could maintain this action. As notice was 
given in this case to the tenant, no question arose as to the rights of the 
mortgagees before notice. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—CovunsgL, 7. Willes 
Chitty; T. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, C. A. Ross; Arnold Williams § Co. 


TOD HEATLEY v. BENHAM—No. 2, 27th October. 


LeasrE—REsTRICTIVE CoveNANT—‘‘ ANNOYANCE oR Nuisance’? or Lessorn— 
BreacH—InJuncrIon. 


This was an appeal by! the defendant from an order of Keke- 
wich, J., perpetually restraining him from using a leasehold house 
as @ hospital for the treatment of diseases of the throat, nose, 
ear, skin, eye, fistula, and other diseases of the rectum, and 
deformities of the human frame, in breach of a covenant con- 
tained in the lease. The lease contained a covenaat by the lessee, that he, 
his executore, administrators, or assigns would not, at any time during the 
term, use, exercise, or carry on, or permit or suffer any other person to 
use or exercise therein or thereupon certain specified trades, ‘‘or uny 
other noisome, obnoxious, or offensive trade or business,” without the 
express licence in writing of the lessor, nor do or cause or suffer ‘‘ to be 
done any act, matter, or thing in, upon, or about the said demised 
premises, or any part thereof, which shall or may be or grow to the 
annoyance, nuisance, grievance, or damage of the lessor, his heirs or 
assigns, or the inhabitants of the neighbouring or adjacent houses.’’ The 
defeudant was in occupation of the house, with notice of the covenants of 
the lease, and he had recently commenced to use the house as a hospital, 
which had a department ‘‘for the treatment of diseases of the throat, 
nose, ear, skin, and eye, fistula, and other diseases and deformities of the 
human frame.’”’ The plaintiffs were, the lessor, and the lessees and 
occupiers of adjoining houses. Kekewich, J., following the decision of 
Jessel, M.R., in Bramwell v. Lacey (10 Ch. D. 691), held that the defendant 
had committed a breach of the covenant by causing that which was an 
‘*annoyance and grievance” to the plaintiffs, and granted an injunction 
as above mentioned. 

Tux Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the only question was, whether what had been 
done by the defendant amounted to an “‘ annoyance, nuisance, grievance, 
or damag2”’ within the terms of the covenant. It was not necessary for 
the plaintiffs to shew any actual damage or pecuniary loss. His lordship 
gave no opinion whether, as was held by Kekewich, J., followin 
Harrison v. Good (L. R. 11 Eq. 338), ‘‘ nuisance” must mean that whic 
amounted to a legal nuisance. The case did not turn upon the 
word ‘‘nuisance,” for the words ‘‘annoyance’” and ‘‘grievance’’ 
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were ako contaired in the covnant. There might be annoyance 
and gricvance, although no pecuniary Joss could be shewn to 
have resulted from the act which caused the annoyance and griev- 
ance. The term “annoyance” had no fixed ~— signification. 
A reasonable view must be taken of the word, and, in his opinion, any- 
thing which would interfere with the pleasurable enjoyment of their 
houses by reasonable sensible people would, without proof of any actual 
real danger, amount to an annoyance. Residents in the neighbourhood 
might with reason a danger of infection from persons coming to 
the hospital, some of whom were already in a contagious state, and some 
of whom might become so. A reasonable fear of danger was sufficient, 
and the fear entertained by the plaintiffs was reasonable. There had been, 
in his opinion, a breach of the covenant. Linpixry, L.J., said that the 
object of the covenant was to give the lessor a larger protection than he 
would have had at common law. His lordship doubted whether Bacon, 
V.C., when he decided, in Harrison v. Good, that ‘‘ nuisance’? must mean 
legal nuisance, gave sufficient weight to the fact that the object of such a 
covenant was to give a greater security to the covenantee than he would 
otherwise have had. But at any rate “‘ annoyance”? did not mean such 
acts only as would result in pecuniary damage. ‘‘ Annoyance’? must 
mean something which raised an unpleasant feeling or objection in the 
mind of a reasonable man. Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Counse., Barber, 
Q.C., Farwell, and Gross ; Rigby, Q.0., Warmington, Q.C., and Alexander 
Young. Soxscrrors, Prior, Church, ¢ Adams; Last & Sons. 


RESULTS OF APPEALS. 
Court or Arpgat No. 1. 
Oct. 31.—Lewis v. Graham (36 W. R. 574).—Affirmed. 
Court or Aprgat No. 2. 
Oct. 29.—In re Anglo-Indian and Colonial Industrial and Commercial Insti- 


tution, (Limited), Lord R. Montagu’s case (Weekly Notes, 1888, p. 137).— 
Affirmed. 





High Court—Chancery Division, 


Re DAVIS, BERGHENDAHL, & CO.’8 TRADE-MA%K—Chitty, J., 28th and 
29th October. 


Parents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 64, sun-sEcTion 1 (¢)—Fancy Worp— 
Descriptive Forsren Teru—Bvkou. 


In this case an application wa: maie to strike off the register of trade- 
marks the word ‘‘ Bokél’’ or *‘ Bokgl’’ as @ mark for Norwegian beer on 
the ground it was not a fancy word within section 64 of the Patents, &c., 
Act, 1883. It appeared that the above names were the Swedish and Nor- 
wegian equivalents for a certain strong ale which the respondent had been 
in the habit ofimporting to England. The contention of the applicants 
was, that a word descriptive of a substance produced in a foreign country 
could not be registered as a fancy word and applied to that substance 
when sold in England, and that a well-known noun substantive in a 
foreign language was not admissible to registration. The respondents, on 
th: other hand, submitted that the whole question must be decided upon 
purely English considerations, and that what was or was not a fancy 
word must be determined by the meaning it would carry to an ordinary 
Englishman without regard to the meaning it might carry to foreigners. 

Curry, J., said that he must hold that the words in question, being the 
proper descriptions of the article in the languages of the countries in 
which the article was produced, could not be registered as fancy words 
and applied to such article when imported into England, where it was, 
previously to such importation, unknown and withouta name, and that 
the application must therefore be acceded to.-—Counsgex, Romer, Q.C., 
and John Henderson ; Moulton, Q.C., and P. E. Dove. Sourcrrors, J. 
Greenfield; T. A. Jones, 


Re THACKWRAY AND YOUNG'S CONTRACT—Chitty, J., 30th October. 


Lanps Cravses Act, 1845, s, 127—Ratmtway Company — SupERFLvovus 
Lanps—RetenTIon oF Interest—Dovstrvyt Tite. 


In this case the question was raised, by a summons under the Vendors 
and Purchasers Act, 1874, as to whether the sale by a railway company of 
certain superfluous land to a — by means of a conveyance post- 

ning the payment of the purchase-money was within section 127 of the 
Fonds Clauces Act, 1845, that enactment providing that a railway company 
** shall absolutely sell and dispose of’’ superfluous !and within the period 
of ten years or other prescribed period from the expiration of the time 
limited for the completion of the works. It appeared that the prescribed 
period in the present case oY on the 13th of July, 1867, and the con- 
veyance was executed on the 12th of July, 1867, and it was thereby 
stipulated that the purchase-money was not to be payable until the 12th 
of July, 1869. The company retained in their possession the conveyance 
and all deeds of title until the whole of the purchase-money was paid— 
namely, April, 1872. It was assumed that the purchaser had taken 
possession at the date of the conveyance. The present vendors (being 
successors of the original purchasers) contended that the transaction was 
a mode of absolute sale within the requirements of the Act, and relied on 
the circumstance that the conveyance could not operate as a mortgage, 
secing that the company had no power of foreclosure, and could never regain 
the actual possession of the land: Zennantv. Trenchard (L. R. 4 Ch. 537) and 
Davey v. Durrant (1 De G. & J. 535) werecited. It was, on the other hand, 
contended that when superfluous land was sold under the Act no interest 
therein could be retained by the railway company: London and South- 

Western Railway Co. v. Gomm (30 W. R. 620, 20 Ch. D. 562), and that, at 
any rate, the vendor’s title was so open to doutt that the court would 
decline to force it upon a purchaser. 


Currry, J., said that the principle which had been laid down by Jessel, 
M.R., and in effect by Sir J. Hannen, was to the effect that under section 
127 the railway company could not retain an interest in the land. Sucha 
proposition might, Lage ms have not been necessary for the actual decision 
of the particular case before those judges, and might, perhaps, therefore, 
be treated as a dictum, yet, having regard to its exp on, he felt himself 
unable to say that the unmistakable result of the present transaction must 
be that there was an abgolute sale. Therefore, although not desiring to 
in any iy | prejudice the vendor’s title, but rather to leave the question 
open, yet he must hold that the title was not one which he could force 
upon a purchaser.—OCounsgL, Romer, QC., and Osler; Whitcombe. Sout- 
crrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; William Stubbs, for Hirst ¢ Capes, Harrogate. 


Re COTTON, WOOD v. COTTON—North, J., 25th October. 
Srecta, Power—Exercise—WItL—ConstTrucrion. 


The question in this case was, whether a special power of appointment 
among children had been, or was intended to be, exercised by the will of 
a testatrix. The testatrix, who was a widow, had, under the settlement 
made on her marriage, a power of ——— the property comprised in 
the settlement, by deed or will, among the children of the marriage, the 
property being limited in default of a on trust for the children 
of the marriage, who, being sons, should attain twenty-one, or, being 
daughters, should attain that age or marry previously. ere were only 
two children of the marriage, a son, who died under twenty-one, and a 
daughter, named Elizabeth. The testatrix, by her will, gave, devised, 
and appointed ‘‘ All my real and pereonal estate whatsoever and whereso- 
ever, and all other the real and personal estate of or to which I shall at my 
death be seised or possessed, or over which I shall at my death havea 
power of appointment or disposition by will, to my trustees, upon trust at 
their discretion, and subject to the power of postponement hereinafter 
contained,’ to sell and convert, ‘‘and, after payment thereout of my 
debts and testamentary and funeral expenses, to stand of the 
net proceeds and of my ready money (hereinafter referred to as my trust 
estate)’ upon certain trusts therein declared, those trusts being for the 
benefit of the daughter Elizabeth and her issue, as therein mentioned, 
and, in default of issue of the daughter, on trust for other persons. If 
there was an intention to exercise the power by the will, a question of 
election would have arisen. 

Nortn, J., held that there was no intention of exercising by the will 
the power contained in the settlement.—Counsz1, C. C. M. Date; Waggett ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Dauney ; Gent. Soxtcrrors, Jaques § Co. 


Re CHIFFERIEL, CHIFFERIEL v. WATSON—North, J., 29th October, 
VENDOR AND PurcuaskrR—ComPEensaTION—MBAsuRE OF DAMaGE. 


The questions in this case were, whether the purchaser of a lot of 
building land was entitled to receive compensation from the vendor on the 
ground that a road, which was shewn in a plan in the particulars of sale 
as crossing the lot, was not ‘‘ made up”’ in accordance with the statements 
contained in the particulars, and how the compensation (if any) was to be 
=, There was conflicting evidence as to the meaning of the term 
e e up.’ 

Nortn, J., held that the particulars shewed that the term ‘‘ made up” 
meant that the road in question across the lot was in the same condition 
as a road outside the lot of which it was a continuation. And his lord- 
ship held that the purchaser was entitled to some compensation, and that 
the proper measure of the compensation was the difference between the 
actual value of the lot at the date of the purchase, and the value which it 
would have had at that time in case the road had been continued across it 
in the same condition as the road outside it. The sum which it would 
take to put the road across the lot into the same condition was not the 
proper test.—CounseLt, Napier Higgins, QC. and G. H. Lea; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q C., and Beaumont. Soutctrors, Pickett ¢ Mytton; Beaumont § Son. 


LOWTHER v. HEAVER —Kekewich, J., 30th October, 
ApMISsION—AMENDMENT. 


In this case the question arose whether, after the evidence has been given, 
and counsel for the plaintiff is replying, leave to amend the defence will b2 
oe or not. The defendant had entered into an agreement, dated 

ugust 25, 1885, to grant leases of certain plots of land to the plaintiff 
when the houses to be built thereon were roofed in, and which was to be 
done by a certain date. The statement of claim contained an allegation, 
which was not denied in the defence, to the effect that some of the houses 
were roofed in by a certain date. The defendant adduced evidence, 
which was admitted, tending to shew this was not the case. Plaintiff's 
counsel, in replying, pointed out that the allegation was admitted, as it had 
not been denied in the defence. Mee ae oy defendant asked leave to 
amend his defence to make it accord with the evidence he had given. 

Kexewicn, J., said that although large Dmg ~ of amendment of 
pleadings were conferred upon a judge by the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, yet on the balance of convenience in this case he was of opinion 
that he must disregard the evidence given and rely only upon the admission 
which had plainly been made on the pleadings.—Corns:1, Barber, Q.C., 
and Cree ; 5. B. Rogers ; Warmington, Q.C., and J. G. Wood. Soxicrrors, 
G. H. Finch ; Clowes, Hickley, § Steward. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG v. SHEPLEY—29th October. 


Poor Law—AssisTANT-OVERSEER—ELECTION—WARRANT OF JUSTICES— 
59 Gro. 3, c. 12, s. 7, 





In this case, after the election of an assistant-overseer at a parish elec- 
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tion, in which a protest had been made on the ground that the votes had 
been wrongly taken, the — empowered to grant their warrant under 
59 Geo. 3, c. 12, s. 7, for the appointment of the officer, refused the 
application for the warrant on the ground that the election had not been 
gry conducted, and the votes unduly allotted. The statute 59 

. 3, c. 12, s. 7, enacts that ‘‘it shall be lawful for the inhabitants of 
any parish in vestry assembled te nominate and elect any discreet person 
or oe to be assistant-overseer or overseers of the poor of such parish, 
and to determine and specify the duties to be by them executed and per- 
formed, . . . and it shall be lawful for any two of her Majesty’s 
justices of the peace, and they are hereby empowered by warrant, under 
their hands and seals, to appoint any person or persons who shall be so 
nominated and elected to be assistant-overseer or overseers of the poor for 
such “a ane &c. The mode of arg | at such an election and the 
distribution of voting power is regulated by the statute 58 Geo. 3, c. 69. 
It was contended, on bebalf of the justices and the unsuccessful candi- 
date, that unless the justices had power under the above section to inquire 
_ the legality of the election, no remedy existed for mistake or favcurit- 

m. 


Tus Covrr (Lord Corerrpcr, C.J., and Grantruam, J.) held that the 
justices had acted without jurisdiction in withholding their warrant. Lord 
Corzriner, C.J., said that the Act intended that the justices should only 
inquire into the fact of the election of the person presented to them, and 
the regularity of the minutes. There was no precedent to be found 
during the sixty-eight years that had elapsed since the passing of the Act 
for the exercise of such a right of inquiry into the validity of the election 
on the part of the magistrates. GrantHam, J., concurred.—Covnset, 
Asquith; R. Cunningham Glen. Sourcrrors, Sharp, Parker, § Co., for 
Tweeddale, Glossop ; Wilkins, Blythe, § Co., for C. Davis, Glossop. 


MANCHESTER AND LIVERPOOL DISTRICT BANKING CO. v. 
PABKINSON— 31st October. 


DgatH or JupGMENT Denror—APPoINTMENT OF RECEIVER WITH LIBERTY TO 
Seti Goons or Decgasep Dentror—R. 8. C., XVIL., 24. 


The question in this case had arisen under these circumstances :—The 
bank had a claim against a lady named Parkinson, carrying on business 
as a machinist and engineer, for £646, and had, in June last, recovered 
— against her for that amount. In July she died, leaving certain 

urniture and effects and the business, and also leaving a will, of which 
a Mr. Parkinson was executor. He had, without proving the will, taken 
— of the premises and the furniture, and wanted to carry on the 

usiness for the benefit of the estate and collect the debts, but the bank 
insisted that they had a prior claim under the judgment, and that the 
business should be carried on and the debts collected for their benefit, to 
which, however, he would not accede; and then there was a summons 
under R.S. C., ord. 42, r. 23, for leave to issue execution, but this was 
refused, there being no one made a party to the action as defendant. In 
September Denman, J., on the application of the bank, made an order 
for a receiver; and on the 25th of October Wills, J., made a further 
order that the receiver should be at liberty to sell the goods. This was 
an application on the part of Mr. Parkinson, who had now proved the 
will, to set aside the orders as made without jurisdiction, or, at all events, 
not warrauted by the practice of the courts. Counsel, in support of the 
application, urged that the orders were made without jurisdiction, as there 
was no one made a party to the action as defendant; and the orders 
would interfere with his legal rights ard powers as executor. The proper 
course would have been to apply for an order similar to that made in Cash 
v. Parker (12 Ch. D. 293) for the protection of the property pending | 
administration ; but under these orders the receiver would have power to | 
sell the goods and pay the judgment creditor in full. [Manisty, J.— 
Whereas the duty of the executor is to administer the assets accord- 
ing to law.] Just so; that is quite different. Counsel for the bank | 
argued that the orders were not made without jurisdiction, as the care | 
came within the terms of therule. [Pottocx, B.—But are the orders in | 
accordance with the practice of the courts? Ought there not rather to | 
have been an application under R. S. C., ord. 17, r. 24—an order to make 
someone a party to the action, or an order for protection of the prop. 
erty.] This is, in effect, an order for protection, or may be made so by 
adding that the receiver shall hold the proceeds subject to further order. 
[Manisty, J.—Then is the court to administer the assets?] Not neces- 
sarily ; the receiver would hold the assets for the executor when he proved 
the will, which he had not done when the orders were made. [Manisty, 
J.—He was equally executor. ] He had not proved the will, and the assets 
might have been dissipated. This was really an order for protection of 
the goods. [Porttocx, B.—No, it went much further; it gave power to 
sell.] What was to be done by the judgment creditor except to obtain a 
receiver ? 

Tue Court (Potrock, B., and Manisty, J.) came to the conclusion that 
the orders could not be supported, and must be set aside. Potxock, B., 
said the order of Denman, J., was for a receiver, and the order of 
Wills, J, carrying it out, gave the receiver power to sell; and 
under that order he might sell the goods and pay the whole debt due to 
the bank under their judgment. He was at a loss to see under what 
authority such an order could be made. Under that order the receiver 
might sweep off the whole of the arsets and pay the amount to the bank. 
No doubt, under such circumstances, some order miglit be made—a 
protective order as in the case cited, not such an order as this. Manisry, 
J., was of the same opinion. This, he said, was a question which in- 
volved consequences of a very cerious nature. It was an attempt to give 
a judgment creditor a position which had never yet been given him—to 
gon an executor and sweep off all the assets—whereas they ought 
to be administered by the executor accorcing to law, These orders could 





not possibly be sustained. Orders accordingly set aside, with costs,— 
Counsgt, Powell ; Henn-Oollins, Q.C., and Smyly.— Times. 





High Court—Probate, &c,, Division. 


CURLING v. CURLING—30th October. 


Divorce—ADULTERY OF PegrTiTIONER—LEAVE TO DISPENSE WITH (Co. 
RESPONDENT—Drivorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), 8. 28— 
Marrimoniat Causes Act, 1866 (29 & 30 Vicr. c, 32) s. 2. 


This was a wife’s petition for a judicial separation on the ground of the 
respondent’s adultery. The respondent, by his answer, denied the 
adultery. The petitioner afterwards re MR leave to amend her 
petition by inserting a prayer for a dissolution of marriage on the ground 
of cruelty coupled with aduitery, the alleged cruelty being the com. 
munication to her of a venereal disease. The respondent thereupon 
amended his answer by ineerting a prayer for dissolution of the marriage on 
the ground of the petitioner’s adultery with some person unknown. On 
behalf of the respondent a motion was now made for leave to proceed 
without citing a co-respondent. By 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 28, a husband 
presenting a petition for a diseolution of marriage must ‘‘ make the 
alleged adulterer a co-reepondent to the said petition, unless, on special 
grounds to be allowed by the court, he shall be excused from so doing,” 
and by 29 & 30 Vict. c. 32, 5.2, ‘‘in any suit instituted for dissolution 
of marriage, if the respondent shall oppose the relief sought . . . 
the court may, in such a suit, give to the respondent, on ‘his or 
her application, the same relief to which he or she would have been 
entitled in case he or she had filed a petition for such relief.” It 
had been suggested by the registrar that, since the latter enactment 
placed a respondent claiming relief on the ground of the petitioner's 
adultery in the same position as if he were a petitioner, he must, under 
the former enactment, make the alleged adulterer a party to the suit, or 
obtain an order excusing him from so doing. 

Burt, J., expressed a doubt whether he had power to make the 
alleged adulterer a party to the suit, and he gave the respondent leave to 
proceed without citing a co-respondent.—CotnsgL, H. B. Deane. Soutci- 
tors, Baker & Nairne. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re POOLEY—0O.A. No. 2, 31st October. 


Soricrror-TrustEE—Prorir Costs—Witt—Atrestinc Witness—Drrec- 
TION THAT SoLiciroR-TRUSTEE MAY CHARGE QosTs AGAINST TESTATOR’s 
Estate—Writs Act, 1837, s. 15. 


The question in this case was whether a trustee and executor of a will, 
who was a solicitor, and who was also one of the attesting witnesses to 
the will, was entitled to charge profit costs against the estate of the testa- 
trix in respect of business done by him for the estate. The will contained 
the following clause :—‘‘I declare that any trustee of this my will who 
may be a solicitor shall be entitled to charge my estate for all business 
done by him in relation to my estate, in the same manner asif he had 
been engaged to do such business by my executors as their solicitor.’ 
Section 15 of the Wills Act provides that ‘‘if any person shall attest the 





| favour of the solicitor. 


execution of any will to whom, or to whose wife or husband, any beneficial 
devise, legacy, estate, interest, gift, or appointment of or affecting any 
real or personal estate (other than and except charges and directions for 
the payment of any debt or debts) shall be thereby given or made, such 
devise, legacy, estate, interest, gift, or appointment shall, so far only as 
concerns such person attesting the execution of such will, or the wife or 
husband of such person, or any person claiming under such person or wife 
or husband, be utterly null and void, and such person so attesting shall 
be admitted as a witness to prove the execution of such will, or to prove 
the validity or invalidity thereof, notwithstanding such devise, legacy, 
estate, interest, gift, or appointment mentioned in such will.” Stirling, 
J., following the decision of Chitty, J.,in Re Barber (31 Ch. D. 665, 30 
Soxicrrors’ JourNnat, 704), held that section 15 prevented the solicitor 
from claiming profit costs in respect of work which he had done for the 
estate. On behalf of the solicitor it was argued that the effect of the 
above direction in the will was, not to give a legacy to the trustee, but 
only to exclude the rule of equity that a trustee cannot make a profit out 
of his trust estate. 

Tue Court (Cotron, Linpiey, and Bowen, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L J., thought that the decision in Re Barber was right. The only 
question was whether, under section 15, this direction in the will was bad in 
As an executor and trustee he could not have 
employed himself to act as solicitor in relation to the estate so as to ac- 
quire any - to profit costs; he would only have been entitled to his 
costs out of pocket. By virtue of this clause he obtained a right to 
charge profit costs. It was urged that, if section 15 applied, the profit 
costs would be liable to legacy duty. His lordship declined to express 
any opinion on that point now ; but even if those costs would be liable 
to legacy duty, that circumstance ought not to prevent the court from 
giving full effect to section 15. It was also urged that the direction 
would amount to a legacy to any future trustee of the will. That might 
be so; but, as regarded the appellant, the court had only to consider 
whether this direction did not amount to a beneficial gift to him of so 
much of the estate of the testatrix as would be necessary to pay the profit 
costs. No doubt he must do work in order to obtain the costs; but this 
clause gave him a right, which he would not otherwisc have had, to be 
paid for the work, if he didit. Luvozezy, L.J., said that it was impossible 
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to escape from the words of section 15, though the result was s»mewhat 
startling. Under the law as it stood before the Act his lordship thought 
that the solicitor took such an interest under the will as would have 
rendered him incompetent to attest the execution. The object of the Act 
was to prevent an intestacy by reason of the incompetency of an attesting 
witness, by making the gift to that witness void. It was impossible to 
say that a clause which entitled the solicitor to obtain something out of 
the estate did not come within section 15. Bowkgn, L.J., concurred.— 
CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, QC., and W.F. Hamilton; Wintle. Soricrrors, 


C. H. Bryson ; Lowe ¢ Co. 


SOLICITORS STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


Oct. 26.—Cuaries Turner (Cambridge). 

Oct. 26.—Ernuramxt Wayman (Cambridge). 

Oct. 30.—Francis Joun Forsert Ktirsy (Leicester). 
Oct. 30.—Epwarp WI1Li1AM Parkes. 

Oct. 31.—Grorce Catre, Greenway (Warwick). 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte MeMURDO, Re SEDGWICK—C.A. No. 1, 26th October. 


Bankruptcy Notice—Deravitt in Compiiance—Act or BAankruptcy— 
CHARGING ORDER OBTAINED BY CREDITOR DURING PENDENCY OF NOTICE 
—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sus-sEction 1 (g). 


The question in this case was, whether a bankruptcy notice ought to be 
set aside, on the ground that, during the seven days limited for compli- 
ance with its requirements, the debtor had, by the creditor’s own act, 
been prevented from paying the debt. During the seven days the 
creditor had obtained an order charging the debt upon some shares in a 
company belonging to the debtor, and it was urged that the debtor had 
been thereby prevented from selling the shares and paying the debt by 
means of the proceeds, and that the creditor could not, therefore, be 
allowed to insist upon the act of bankruptcy committed by non-compliance 
with the notice. Ez parte Musgrove (3 M. D. & De G. 386), Ex parte Greener 
(15 Oh. D. 457), and Re Phillips (4 Morell, 40) were referred to. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorsgs, L JJ.) held that 
there was no ground for setting aside the notice. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said 
that, if the words of section 4, sub-section 1 (g), were construed strictly, 
an act of bankruptcy had been committed. But the cases cited shewed 
that there was an equity which went to this extent only—that, if the cre- 
ditor who gave the notice requiring the debtor to pay within seven days, 
by an act of his own prevented the debtor from paying the debt, he could 
not rely upon the notice. The question was whether, in an ordinary 
business sense, the creditor had in fact prevented the debtor from paying 
the debt. A mere possibility that he might be prevented would not be 
sufficient. If the creditor only made it more difficult for the debtor to 
pay the equity would not arise. The question, then, was whether, by 
obtaining the charging order, the creditor had placed such a difficulty in 
the debtor’s way as practically, in a business sense, to prevent him from 
paying the debt within the seven days. No doubt the charging order 
P. a difficulty in the way of completing a sale of the shares, as the com- 
pany might require the consent of the creditor to the transfer. But, if 
the debtor entered into a contract to sell the shares, and the proceeds of 
the sale would enable him to pay the debt, and he gave notice to the cre- 
ditor that he was prepared to pay bim off on the completion of the trans- 
fer, the creditor could be compelled to consent to the transfer. Therefore 
there was no such difficulty as prevented, in fact, the debtor from paying 
the debt, and the equity did not arise. Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred. 
—CovunsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Henry Kisch; Vennell. Soxticrrors, 
Beyfus § Beyfus; R. J. Witty. 


Ex parte S:0TCH WHISKY DISTILUERS, Re FLATAU—C. A. No. 1, 
26th October. 


Bankruptcy Prtirion—JupGMent Dent—Non-coMPLIANCE WITH BANK- 
rnuptcy NoticE—APPEAL PENDING FROM JUDGMENT—STAY OF PETITION— 
Discretion or Court—Power or Court or Bankruptcy To INQUIRE INTO 
JupGMENT Dest—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883, s. 7, suB-sEcTrIons 3, 4. 


This was an ap from the refusal of Mr. Registrar Hazlitt to stay a 
bankruptcy petition, founded on non-compliance with a bankruptcy 
notice, pending an appeal which had been presented against the judgment 
for the debt in respect of which the notice had been served. It was also 
urged that the judgment was erroneous, and that, the Court of Bankruptcy 
having power to inquire into the validity of a judgment, the registrar 
ought to have heard evidence as to the debt, and to have dismissed the 
petition. Ez parte Lennoz (16 Q. B. D. 315, 30 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 46) 
was referred to. The judgment had been obtained after a trial before 
Mathew, J., with a jury. 

Tue Oovurt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.) held that 
the registrar was right in making a receiving order on the petition. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the contention was, that the mere fact that 
an appeal had been lodged from the judgment obliged the registrar to 
= the hearing of the petition till the appeal had been determined. 

f that were so, it would be in the power of every judgment debtor, when- 


ever the Court of Appeal was full of business, to — the hearing of a, 


entering an appeal from the judgment. The provision of sub-section 4 o 
section 7 was to the very contrary of this—viz., that the registrar mus 
consider the circumstances of each case, and say whether the facts call 

upon him to postpone the petition, or to dismiss it, on the ground of a 


bankruptcy petition for months, or it might be for years, by aa 


pending appeal. LHe had a judicial discretion, which he must exercise in 
each case, and this court would not overrule his discretion, unless it were 
clearly of opinion that it had been wrongly exercised There was nothing 
in the present case to shew that the discretion had been wrongly exer- 
cised. The second point taken was that, even when issues had been fully 
tried by a proper tribunal, and decided againt the debtor, he could, with- 
out suggesting any miscarriage at the trial, ask the Court of Bankruptcy, 
even if he had appealed against the judgment, to try the issues over 
again, and that that court was bound to hear evidence and try the issues 
over again. No section of the Bankruptcy Act cast such a duty on the 
Bankruptcy Court. lf circumstances were proved tending to shew that 
there had been fraud, collusion, or miscarriage, the Bankruptcy Court had 
power to go behind a judgment, but otherwise that court was not bound to 
re-try a case as if it were a court of appeal. The proposition contended 
for was preposterous. Fry and Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oovunskr1, 
Cooper Willis, Q C., and Gwynne James ; Herbert Reed. Sortcrrors, H. W. 
Chatterton ; Nash, Field, § Withers. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 

At a meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 1st inst., the following being present—viz., Mr. 
Sidney Smith (chairman), Messrs. Collison, Cronin, Doyle, Hedger, Nisbet, 
Lucas, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary), grants of £20 were made to two 
members’ widows, and £40 to six non-members’ widows, and the ordinary 
general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
STUDENTS’ BOOKS, 
Tue ELEmMents OF JURISPRUDENCE. By Tuomas Erskine Hoxzanp, D.O.L. 

Fovrtn Eprtion. Olarendon Press. 

Since its first publication in 1880 three editions of Dr. Holland’s well- 
known treatise have become exhausted, and a fourth has been ape | 
issued. Jurisprudence being a —— science, the bulk of the wor! 
has grown some sixty pages during ten years. The present edition 
presents but few new features, but further illustrations of the general 
doctrines of jurisprudence have been drawn from recent cases of English 
law such as Blackburn v. Vigors, The Bernina, Scott v. Sebright, &. The 
criticisms on Austin’s view on Custom as a source of law, his division of 
jurisprudence into “‘ general’’ and “‘ particular,’’ and the remarks on Sir 
Henry Maine’s attack on the Austinian definition of sovereignty deserve 
the close attention of all interested in the study of jurisprudence. Since 
much of the field of jurisprudence was left untouched by Austin in the 
‘* Province of Jurisprudence Determined,” or merely sketched in a frag- 
mentary manner, the student of the formal science of positive law finds 
the present treatise a necessary complement to theolder work In addition 
to the valuable criticisms on former writers, it is impossible to find the 
subject dealt with by any English writer more completely and scientifically, 
and a tendency is apparent to its becoming the leading text-book on this 
subject to the exclusion of others. 


OvrTiines or THE Law or Torts. By Ricuarp Rincwoop, M.A., Bar. 
rieter-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

V'he present work is based on a series of lectures delivered at the Incor- 
a Law Society, and is issued as a companion work to the author’s 
‘*Principles of Bankruptcy.” Consisting of about 200 pages of excellent 
matter in good type, we cannot recommend a better work to students who 
do not wish to face such elaborate works as Pollock and Piggott. The 
arrangement of the subject, while presenting nothing novel, is sensible 
and clear. A tendency is shewn now and then, as in the author's work on 
Bankruptcy, to quote sections of statutes in extenso. This is very apparent 
in reference to torts committed by and against married women, and the 
remedy therefor, pages 28-31. We are rather surprised to see no mention 
of Tompson v. Dashwood, under ‘‘ qualified privilege,’ and in the list of 
defamatory words, per se, no mention of those tending to the disherisoa of 
a person. The functions of judge and jury, however, with respect to 
‘‘ reasonable and probable cause”’ in actions for malicious prosecution are 
fully dealt with. There is an index of 20 pages, but under a few headings 
we are accustomed to look up matter, such as ‘‘ Newspaper’ in reference 
to libel, ‘‘ contractors”’ in reference to liability for the tortious acts of 
others, we fail to find a reference. The table of cases, however, is very 
complete, and gives references to all the reports. After m several 
tests we consider that the student who reads his law of torts in Mr. Ring- 
wood’s werk will not regret the selection he made. 


A Gurr 10 THE INTERMEDIATE Examination. By J. Canter Harrison, 


Solicitor. H. Sweet & Sons. 

Amid the deluge of Guides to the Intermediate, Mr. Harrison’s is by no 
means the worst, and in many respects the best. The book is written on 
right lines, avoiding the error of merely turning the work into interro- 

tories with their answers, and at the same time adding a quantity of 

ikely questions at the end, with refercn:es to where the answers can be 
obtained. Out of 277 pages 176 are devo ed to an accurate analysis of the 





commentaries, and 100 pages to question. The questions are those which 
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have been already set, and which probably will be set again. So the 
student is not worried, as in some guides, and told to look up such matters 
as the nature of the ‘‘Roman Suppletory oath,’ ‘‘what the poste at a 
trial was,’’ ‘‘the doctrine of colour express and implied.’’ We think, 
however, Mr. Harrison might leave men who are old enough to enter for 
the Intermediate to decide for themselves on the merits and demerits of 
smoking. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Mancuester Law Srvupents’ Denatinc Soctsty.—October 23—Mr. 
Charles Dunderdale, solicitor (in the absence of Mr. Addleshaw), in the 
chair.—There was a fair attendance. The balance-sheet of the past 
session was read and passed. The hon. secretary (Mr. Frank Rooke Ley) 
moved the following resolution :—‘‘ That this meeting approves the atti- 
tude taken up by Mr. Gladstone and the Opposition in Parliament upon 
the question of Home Rule for Ireland.’’ Messrs. Somers, Hecht, Dehn, 
and O’Kell supported the motion. Messrs. Grundy, Moodie, and Dyson 
opposed the motion. The motion being put, was lost by one vote. 


Brstot Law Srupents’ Sociery.—Tuesday evening, Oct. 30—Mr. R C. 
Benson, barrister-at-law, in the chair.—The subject for debate was “ That 
the case of Re Jupp, Jupp v. Buckwell (36 W. R. 712) should be reversed 
on appeal.” Mr. W. H. Birch supported the affirmative, and Mr. W. J. 
Robineon the negative. Messrs. E. H. Mallett, A. S. Tratman, and F. W. 
Cook also spoke. The chsirman baving summed up, put the question, 
when 5 voted for the motion, and 3 against it. 





THE PROPOSED FUSION. 
Mr. Freperick Broapsrinée, solicitor, of Liverpool, writing to a local paper 
on the subject of ‘“‘ Solicitors and the Bar,’’ says :—I send you for publica- 
tion a copy of a letter I have received to-day from the Solicitor-General, in 
reply to a letter in whichI brought before him an important statement re - 
cently made in the Liverpool newspapers. Sir Edward Clarke's denial of the 
intentions attributed to the Government is scarcely a matter for surprise, 
seeing that the weight of opinion in both branches of the profession is, I 
believe, decidedly against amalgamation. There are but few members of 
either branch who would benefit by the change. There is positively no 
demand among members of the bar for the privilege of doing or super- 
intending the drudgery of a solicitor’s office. On the other hand, it is 
morally certain that if solicitors were allowed t» conduct their clients’ cases 
in the superior courts, the remuneratiou which would be fixed by the tax- 
ing officers would be quite inadequate to compensate for the loss of fees 
now earned by the solicitor in connection with the preparation of briefs. 
These remarks are made entirely from the professional point of view. The 
public interest is quite another question, which I do not propose to argue in 
this letter, as my own mind is not entirely made up with regard to it. 
But there is one point upon which I desire to express an opinion, namely, 
the injustice of the action of the benchers of the Inns of Court towards 
solicitors. Even if he be of many years’ standing in his profession, the 
solicitor is disqualified from being called to the bar until 12 months after 
he has ceased to practise as a solicitor. That is to say, notwithstanding 
his business experience, his knowledge of law, and his ability to pass any 
examination to which other candidates for call to the bar are subject, the 
golicitor is condemned to 12 months’ enforced idleness, to the sacrifice of 
an entire year’s professional income, and the loss of connection which his 
absence from business during that period is likely to entail. I submit 
that this is a matter which would form a very proper subject for legisla- 





[The following is a copy of the Solicitor-General’s letter above referred to, 
Royal Courts of Justice, 26th Oct., 1888, 
Dear Sir,—There is no foundation whatever for the statement that the 
Government intend to introduce a measure for the fusion of the two 
branches of our profession, and should such a Bill be introduced by a 
private member, I believe the members of the Government would be 
entirely free to take their own course with regard to it. You are quite at 
liberty to make public use of this statement, and, indeed, I should be 
glad that the misapprehension to which you allude should be corrected. — 
Tam, &c., Epwakp CLARKE. 
Frederick Broadbridge, Esq. } 








THE LAND TRANSFER QUESTION, 


In an appendix to the President’s address at the Newcastle meeting there 
are given the following statistics :— 

In support of my assertion that the delay and expense of sales and 
purchases under the present system are much exaggerated, I cite a few 
out of many instances for which I am indebted to provincial law societies, 
Fifteen building estates in the Parliamentary borough of Sunderland were 
sold during the past year. The aggregate entered was 112 acres, the 
estates varying from 2} to 26 acres each; the total number of lots was 
2,420, the smallest number of lots in one estate being 107, and the largest 
636 ; the average price per lot was £88 12s., the prices varying from £44 
to £315; the average cost of transfer, including stamps and disburse- 
ments, was £4 15s. 4d., the lowest cost being £3 103., and the bighest 
£8 10s. ; and the time taken to complete the transaction varied from two 
to ten days. As these fifteen estates shew also the minute subdivision of 
land as well as the smallness in value of the lots into which it is divided, 
and the speediness of transfer, I give the particulars in detail, omitting 
the names, which are, however, in my possession. 





] 





{ 
Number | Average | Cost of trans- | ,.. = 
Aoreame. | of sites | Average considera- | fer, including a 
: “c** | into which | size per site, tion per |_ stamps and tr : { 7 it 
divided. site. \disbursements. BNEECE OF HO. 
Acres, Square yds, | £ £8. d. 
4 106 128} 45 310 0 48 hours to 3 days. 
4 86 225 84 410 0 Ps a 
4 86 225 105 5 0 6 A i 
20 653 148 50 310 0 ” 99 
9 215 2024 60 400 id a 
5 } 69 351 35 310 0 9% ‘ie 
2 47 199} | 50 310 0 Xe #2 
14 82 238 60 440 = ed 
4 83 233 44 440 eA “ 
33 85 199 52 414 6 5 to 7 days, 
9 93 440 186 $10 0 4 to 6 days. 
3 52 279 65 5 00 2 to 8 days. 
2h 113 107 75 440 + a 
20 383 252 100 6 6 0 week to 10 days. 
8 61 636} 315 7 7s week, 





Twenty-five sales made by Gifferent solicitors practising in Birmingham 
realized from £25 to £890 each. Four of the purchases were completed on 
the day following the contract, and the rest within fourteen days, the 
average being six days. The cost of transfer was from one to two per 
cent., exclusive of stamps. The following is a list of the transactions, 
omitting names as before :— 





tion. I am aware that the law societies have taken this latter question 
up, and have made some attempts to get the injustice remedied; but they | 
have not been strong enough. They have not had the weight of public | 
opinion behind them, because, until the delivery of Sir Edward Clarke's 

celebrated speech at Birmingham, the question had not greatly attracted | 
public attention. The members of the bar are not subject to any similar | 
disqualification with respect to their admission on the roll of solicitors. [ | 
must be perfectly candid and state the answer of the bar to my complaint. | 
They say that a barrister depends mainly upon solicitors for employment ; 

that if a solicitor were allowed to go direct from his office to the bar 

he would go with a ready-made connection, and thus obtain a substantial 

advantage over the newly-called student, who has only gone through the 

usual process of eating dinners and sitting in counsel’s chambers. Surely 

this answer is very weak, and, so far as the interest of the public alone is | 
concerned, there is absolutely nothing in it. Besides, it is open to a 
crushing reply. Let the student for the bar submit, either voluntarily or | 
upon compulsion, to the same training, or to a portion of the same training, | 
as that undergone by articled clerks, and the whole difficulty is got rid of. 
There is nothing in the world to prevent a bar student from acquiring 
experience, and at the same time making friends, ina solicitor’s ¢ fice; and 
he will in all probability be a better barrister for it when he has done so. 
I am aware that it is said that the present system of training for the bar | 
keeps alive an esprit de corps which would be lost if the sy:tem were | 
abandoned. I don’t believe it. I don’t believe that the present system of 
training has much, if anything, to do with such spirit as exists. I don’t 
believe that in these competitive times there is very much of it in 





existence, and I don’t believe that what there is of it would be imperilled | ~ 


by an education which would increase the practical and technical 
experience, the want of which is often a glaring defect in a barrister’s 
education. Moreover, the esprit de corps among solicitors is at least equal to 
that prevailing in the other branch, and the barrister would lose nothing 
in that respect if his earlier years were spent in the manner I have 
suggested. 





Purchase Date of contract or 
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Another firm in Birmingham has furnished particulars of over 100 
separate and distinct transactions in the year 1887 under £300, with 
various titles, most of them completed within a few weeks, and some of 
them within a few days of the time of instructions being given, at an 
average cost of a little more than one per cent., exclusive of stamps. 

Three other firms in Birmingham have since the beginning of 1887 
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carried out fifty sales, with an average purchase-money of £200, at an 
average cost of £3 3s., excluding stamps. 

Similar evidence to the foregoing could be multiplied without difficulty. 
I do not, of course, deny that in many cases the completion of sales and 

urchases occupies much longer time—often in order that the completion 
may take place at quarter-day; but I am prepared to maintain that, ex- 
cept in special cases, there is no reason why completion should necessitate 
more than a few days, or at most two or three weeks, assuming that the 
vendor and purchaser are competent to deal, and desire a speedy settle- 
ment. 








CIRCUITS IN THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY. 


Tue Zimes, in an interesting notice of a work entitled, ‘‘The Diary of Mr. 
Justice Rokeby,’’ printed for Sir Henry Peek, Bart., from a MS. in his 
possession, says :—The difficulties of travel must have played an important 
part in the transaction of business before the days of turupike-roads. If 
judges kept diaries now, little space would be occupied in describing the 
means of journeying from one assize town to another. But, judging from 
the diary of Mr. Justice Rokeby, which has been recently printed by Sir 
Henry Peek, in the time of Wi!liam and Mary going circuit was arduous 
work, and the arrangements for reaching the scene of his labours occupied 
almost as much of a judge’s attention as the execution of the Royal Com- 
mission when he arrived. Mr. Justice Rokeby usually travelled in a four- 
horse coach with his chamber-clerk, while his groom or valet attended 
him on a saddle-horse, which also carried the judge’s ‘‘ portmantle.” 
Generally both coach and horses were hired for the occasion, the rate 
appearing to be about 22s. for each travelling day and 12s. for each resting 
day. Sometimes the learned judge economized by “ putting a pair of his 
own horses to the wheel’ and had his own coachman to drive. But more 
than once it was necessary to take six horsesin the coach, and occasionally 
a couple of servants on saddle-horses were in attendance. In the spring 
of 1692-93, ‘‘ after the circuits were all settled and the term ended—viz., 
Febuary 25—there fell a very great snow, which occasioned the King to 
issue out a proclamation, March 2, 1692-3, to alter all the circuits to later 
days but only the Norfolk and the Oxford Circuits, which continued upon 
their first appointment.’’ Mr. Justice Rokeby, being unlucky enough to 
be going on the Norfolk Circuit, derived no ben: fit from the postpone- 
ment, but ‘‘ by reason of the badness of the ways was forced to take six 
horses,’’ so that he was ‘‘out of purse’? on the circuit above £52. The 

revious summer the waters were out, and travelling in the valley of the 

hames was no easy matter. ‘‘I began my journey into this circuit (the 
Oxford) from London,’’ says the judge, ‘‘on Monday, Jane 27, and baited 
at Maidenhead, but the waters were so great upon the road that at Cole- 
brook they came just into the body of the coach, and we were forced to 
boat twice at Maidenhead, and we boated the coach, and at the second 
time we boated ourselves, but the coach came through the water, and it 
came very deep into the body of it, and that night we Jay at Henley-upon- 
Thames, where we were forced to boat the coach again.” For years after- 
wards we read that the way from Oxford to Gloucester was so bad that it 
took fourteen hours to accomplish the distance, though it was no more than 
thirty-three miles, while there was a ‘‘ very bad and shaking way’’ from 
Monmouth to Hereford ; and at an earlier stage of the circuit the judge 
chronicles his safe arrival at High Wycombe from London with the pious 
but significant ejaculation, ‘‘ Thanks be to God!’’ Sometimes the judges, 
apparently, hired a coach between them, but Mr. Justice Rokeby had a 
little difference with his brother judge, Mr. Justice Eyre, on his second 
circuit concerning the division of expenses, and this probably led to his 
making independent carriage arrangements subsequently. On _ this 
occasion Mr. Justice Rokeby was called back to town at an early point of 
the circuit, and Mr. Justice Eyre declined to take on the coach, but 
finished the circuit on horseback, and it was his demand to be paid a share 
of the expenses of his saddle-horse which led to the difference of 
0; inion. 

Mr. Justice Rokeby, before he was raised to the bench, is said to have 
been the principal adviser of the Nonconformists in the north of Eagland, 
and a warm supporter of the Prince of Orange. He was made a judge in 
the year following the glorious Revolution, and he seems to have had a 
keen eye on his various journeys to the state of political opinion in the 
country. The views of the sheriffs in each county are duly noted, and the 
judge’s remarks are not always very flattering. Thus we are told of the 
sheriff of Bucks, in 1693, that he was ‘‘a sowre kind of niggardly man, 
and (as I am told) aTory.’’ A sheriff of Devonshire is set down as ‘‘a 
drinking Tory,’’ while of another sheriff of Bucks we read that he is ‘‘ a plain 
man, having been a seaman, of whom I had no other character but that he 
loved brandy.’’ Devonshire seems to have been astronghold of Jacobite sen- 
timent. The grand jury are reported in 1693 to be ‘‘the major part of 
them not friends to the Government,” and an objection brought by several 
of the justices against one of their number that he was ‘‘a person mean 
in his extraction, estate, and qualification of understanding for a justice, 
and disgustfull both to the justices and to the country,” is set down as 
“‘a Tory complaint against a Whig.”” Other counties were more favour- 
able to the new régime. The Sheriff of Cornwall, in the same year, is ‘‘a 
firm man to the Government ’’; the sheriff of Somerset, in 1696-7, is “a 
generous, obliging man in his carriage to the judges, and well affected 
to the Government”’; and in Gloucestershire the judge is informed, 
in 1695, that ‘‘the greatest part of the gentry are well affected to 
the Government.’’ Whiggism and virtue did not always go together, for 
one sheriff, though ‘‘a firm man to the Government,”’ was ‘‘ not exact in 
his morals’’ ; and the judge (who seems to have been of real liberality of 
mind) had occasion, at Taunton, to reprove some great traders, who were 


Dissenters, for vexatious proceedings againet ‘‘a poor townsman / articles. 





ruined in Monmouth’s insurrection.’”” Remarks upon the sheriffs are 
not confined to their political views. Of one we learn that he had 
been an apothecary, but bettered his estate b: a three 
rich wives, and of another that he had been ‘‘an old master 
of a ship, and bought a estate in this county and was very rich” ; 
in one county “‘a great husbandman,”’ said to have an income of £1,000 
a year, has managed to get his second son, a raw youth, made sheriff in 
his place, not being willing to spare either himself or his eldest son from 
the plough. The sheriffs’ chaplains sometimes caused some excitement 
by their outspoken laments over the inability of the Church to persecute 
Dissenters ; while graver interest must have been raised by the postpone- 
ment of the assizes in 1690 for some two months through “‘ the French fleet 
coming upon the Erglish coasts.’’ The mining interest in Cornwall seems to 
have been at a low ebb in 1697, for the “‘ tinners made a complaint of great 
want and extremities, and gave their petition to the grand jury.”” In the 
adjoining county serious complaints were made “in all parts of the great 
burdens the inns and alehouses lay under by reason of the quartering of 
soldiers upon them.’’ Many other stray scraps of information as to the 
social condition of the country are scattered up and down this learned 
judge’s diary, and its quaint language makes it pleasant reading. The 
manuscript, we understand, came by chance into the hands of Sir Henry 
Peek, who endeavoured, without success, to restore it to the present 
representative of the family. It is well worth printing, and has been suit- 
ably edited under its owner’s directions. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Enwarp Har ey, solicitor, of Bristol, died on the 25th ult., at Condover, 
Shropshire, where he had gone on a visit to a son, in the eighty- first 
year of his age. The deceased was one of the oldest solicitors in Bristol, 
having been admitted in the year 1831. He was senior registrar of the 
Bristol County Court and district registrar of the High Court of Justice, 
and down toa few months ago regularly attended to the duties of his 
office. When the county courts were first established in 1845 the deceased 
and the late Mr. James Gibbs were joint clerks to the local Oourt of Oon- 
science, which had jurisdiction up to forty shillings, and the late Mr. 
William D. Brice was clerk to the local Court of Requests, which exer- 
cised jurisdiction up to £15. As these two courts were merged in the 
new county courts the summonses and process of the latter court were 
issued in all three names, which continued also on Mr. Brice’s death, his 
successor’s name, Sir J. K. Haberfield, Knt., an old Bristol solicitor, 
being then introduced. By oue of the County Courts Acts, however, it was 
subsequently enacted that upon the death of the first of the three the sur- 
vivors alone should continue in office, and, as Sir John was the first to 
pass away, Messrs. Harley and Gibbs continued for many years as sole 
registrars until, on the retirement of Mr. Gibbs from practice, the then 
judge, Mr. Fisher, appointed Mr. Edward Arthur Harley, of Bristol, 
solicitor, to be joint registrar of the court with hia father, the subject of 
this notice. Since then the two, father and son, have been joint regis- 
trars, until now the son becomes sole registrar. The deceased gentlemen 
was of a peculiarly genial temperament and greatly respected, and we are 
not going at all too far in saying, beloved, not only by all the officials of 
his court, but by all the solicitors and suitors who came in contact with 
him. At the sitting of the court the day after the sad event was known, 
very touching and kindly remarks were made by his Honour Judge Met- 
calfe, which were supplemented by Mr. Lawes on bebalf of the bar, Mr. 
Clifton on behalf of the solicitors, Mr. Wright, the deputy registrar, Mr. 
Clarke, the official receiver in bankruptcy, and others. 


His Honour Judge Joun Wattir ve Loxcvevitte Grrrarp, died at his 
residence, Bellevue, Exeter, on the 23rd ult., at the age of 70, after a 
short illness. Judge Giffard was the eldest ecn of Mr. Stanley Lees 
Giffard, LL.D., avd brother of Lord Halsbury. He was born in 1818. 
He was educated at Merton College, Oxford, and he was called tothe bar at 
the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1843. He formerly practised in 
the Court of Chancery, and he was well known as the compiler of several 
volumes of law reports, first in conjunction with the late Sir John Smale, 
and afterwards alone. He was subsequently for ten years on the staff of 
the Law Reports. In 1875 he was appointed by Lord Cairns to the judg- 
ship of county courts for Circuit No. 11. In 1885 he was transferred to 
Circuit No. 58, comprising Exeter and the greater part of Devonshire. 
Judge Giffard was married in 1849 to the eecond daughter of Mr. Daniel 
Scott, of Ingham, Norfolk. 

Mr. Ricuarp Henny Rerve, solicitor, of Lowestoft, died on the 18th 
ult. Mr. Reeve was the fourth son of Mr. James Reeve, solicitor, of 
Lowestoft, and was born in 1822. He was admitted a solicitor in 1845, 
and he had practised for over forty years at Lowestoft, first in partnership 
with the late Mr. Edward Norton, and afterwards alone. He was a per- 
petual commissioner for the County of Suffolk, and he had held several 
important appointments. He was for many years clerk to the county 
magistrates and the commissioners of taxes at Lowestoft, and superinten- 
dent-registrar for the district. Mr. Reeve was Steward of the Manor of 
Lowestoft, and he was formerly a member of the Lowestoft Board of 
Guardians and a trustee of the Church and Town Estates. 

Mr. Joun Henry Rostnson (of the firm of Marshalls & Robinson) of 
East Retford and Tuxford, died at the former place on the 18th ult. 
Mr. Robinson was born in 1853. At an early age he entered the office of 
Messrs. Marshall & Marshall, with whom he ultimately served his 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1882, aud he had since practised 
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at East Retford and Tuxford in partnership with Mr. George Marshall and 
Mr. Charles Henry Marshall. Mr. Robinson’s premature death is much 
1 nented. He leaves a widow and two children. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Auierne Bovett, Attorney-General of Barbadoer, has been 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel for that island. Mr. Bovell is the fifth son 
of the Rev. William Henry Brinsden Bovell, and was born in 1854. He 
was educated at Codrington College, Barbadoes, and he graduated LL.B. 
»t the University of London in 1877. He was called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in November, 1876. He was Solicitor-General of Bsrbadoes 
from 1881 till 1885, when he was appointed Attcrney-General. 


The Hon. Henry James Moncrizrr, advocate, who has been appointed 
a Judge of the Court of Session in Scotland, in succession to the late Lord 
Craighill, is the eldest son of Lord Moncrieff, and was born in 1841. He 
was educated at Harrow and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated in the first class of the Law Tripos in 1861. He was admitted a 
member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1863, and he has been 
sheriff of Renfrewshire and Buteshire since 1881. 


Mr. Grorcr Water Giynne Beavmont, solicitor, of Grantham, has 
be n appr inted Clerk to the Magistrates for the Spittlegate Division of 
Lincolnshire, in succcssion to the late Mr. William Manners. Mr. Beau- 
mort was admitted a solicitor in 1881. He is clerk to the Commissioners 
of Taxes, coroner for the Grantham Division, and clerk of the peace for 
Grentham, 


Mr. Artuur Henry Mansu, solicitor (of the firm of Oldham & Marsh), 
of Melton Mowbray, has been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the 
Belvoir Division of Leicestershire, in succession to the late Mr. William 
Manners. Mr. Marsh was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Joz Greorce Catturor, eolicitor (of the firm of Bonner, Caltbrop, 
& Bonner), of Spalding, has been appointed Clerk to the Commissioners 
of Income Tax and Land Tax at that place on the resignation of his partner, 
Mr, Charles Foster Bonner, who is also registrar of the Spalding County 
Court. Mr. Calthrop is the son of Mr. Joe Calthrop, of Deeping Fen, 
Lincolnshire. He was educated at St. Paul’sSchool. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1859, and he is coroner for the Spalding Division of Lincoln- 
shire. 


Mr. Freperick Bramuiey Foortitt, solicitor, of Newark, has been elected 
Coroner for that borough. Mr. Foottitt was admitted a solicitor in 1883. 


Mr. Hernert Harry Hickmort, solicitor, of Rotherham and Barnsley, 
has been elected Town Clerk of the borough of Rotherham, in succession 
to Mr. Samuel Brown, who has been elected town clerk of Salford. Mr. 
Hickmott was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Henry Homewoop Crawrorp, City Solicitor, has been elected 
Master of the Glovers’ Company for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Cuaries Epwarp Satmoy, solicitor, of Bury St. Edmunds, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Bury St. Edmunds branch of the Eastern 
Counties Licensed Victuallers’ Association. Mr. Salmon is clerk to the 
magistrates for the Blackbourn Division of the county of Suffolk. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1866, and he is in partnership with his father, Mr. 
William Salmon, who is town clerk of Bury St. Edmunds, and with his 
brother, Mr. Henry James Salmon. 


Mr. Herpert Rvssex1, solicitor, of Lichfield, has been appointed a 


Perpetual Commissioner for Steffordshire for taking the Acknowledgments 
of Deeds by Married Women. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vurions. 


Henry Barker and Jamgs YRomAN, colicitors (Barker, Sons, & Yeoman), 
of Huddersfield. Oct. 16. 


Francis Marsuatt Bowry and Joun Brewis, solicitors (Bowey & 
Brewis), of Sunderland. Ovt. 25. 

Tuomas Hantey Jones and Arruvr Onstow Jv ivs, solicitors (Harley 
Jones & Julius), of 15, Finsbury-circus. Oct. 1. 


Henry Rosz, James Artuvur Lutrman-Jounson, and Joun Wititam 
Ross, solicitors (Rose & Johnson), of 26, Great George-street, Westminster, 
so far as regards the said Henry Rose. Oct. 24. The said James Arthur 
Luttman- Johnson and John William Rose will continue the said business 
under the present style or firm of Rose & Johnson. 


[ Gazette, Oct. 30, 





GENERAL. 


The recently published life of Lord Westbury says that he read with 
Mr. Lee, the eminent equity draughtsman. The first exceptions he took 
to an answer, ‘‘he drew by the light of nature.’’ The master observed 
that he had never seen any in that form before. ‘‘ Most probably not, 
Sir,”’ rejoined Bethell, ‘‘ but I will defy my learned friend or anyone else 
to indicate any particular in which these exceptions fail to attain the 
object for which exceptions are designed.”’ 


Messrs. Flowerdew & Co., of Selborne-chambers, 1143, Chancery-lane, 
London, write :—‘‘ With reference to the case of Mr. James G. Tibbits, of 
this address, who is reported in your issue of the 26th ult. to have been 
charged with having improperly held himself out to be a certificated soli- 
citor, we shall feel obliged if you would allow us, as process servers, &c., 
employed by a large number of London solicitors, to state that Mr. 
Tibbits is not and never has been in any way connected with our firm as 





(from the fact that he held himself out to do similar work to that dond by 
us at the same address) may be inferred from your report to our prejudice 
unless publicity be given to this disclaimer.’ 


It is stated that at a meeting of the judges of the Queen’e Bench Division 
held on Wednesday, it was decided not to avail themselves of the offer of the 
Lord Chancellor to appoint two Royal Commissioners of Assize for the 
ensuing autumn circuits in place of Justices Day and Smith, who are 
engaged on the Parsell Commiseion, and consequently Justices Wills ang 
Grantham have been selected to go on the Northern Circuit instead. The 
circuits chosen by the judges are: North-Eastern Circuit, Baron Pollock - 
Oxford, Mr. Justice Field ; Western, Mr. Justice Stephen ; South-Eastern, 
Mr. Justice Mathew; Midland, Mr. Justice Cave; Northern, J ustices 
Wills and Grantham ; and North and South Wales, Mr. Justice Charles, 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





APPEAL COURT APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1, No. 2. Kay. Currry. 
Mon., Nov. 5 Mr, Clowes Mr. Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday me Koe Carrington Beal Pugh 
Wednesday 7 Carrington Jackson Leach Lavie 
Thursday.. 8 Jackson Carrington Beal Pugh 
Friday densi 9 Pugh Jackson Leach Lavie 
Saturday... 10 Lavie Carrington Beal Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, Nov........ eeenee 5 Mr. Ward Mr. Koe Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday .......... poe Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
Wednesday ooo F Ward Koe Godfrey 
Thursday ............ a Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
OT a War Koe Godfrey 
a 10 Pemberton Clowes Rolt 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—FRmDAy, Oct. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


East Lonpon Switcupack Rattway Co., Lrurrep.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 26, directed to be heard before Chitty, J,on Saturday, Nov 10, 
_Morse & Co, King st, Cheapside, solors for petner 
F. J. Bestty & Co., LImITED.—Sir James Hannen has, by an order, dated Oct 9, 
Sy orc Frederick Thorn to be provisiorally official liquidator 
OLD Hayswoop COAL AND JRon Co., LiwiTeD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Aug 31, directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Nov 8 Keen, 
Rogers, & Co, Knightrider st, for Middleton & Norris, Stone, solors for petner 
PHOTOPHANE Co., LIMITED.—Hannen, J, has, by an order, dated Oct 12, ap- 
pointed William Rooke, 11, Milk st bidgs. Cheapside, to be official liquidator 
PONTIFEX & Woop, LuwiTEeD.—Petition fcr winding up, presented Oct 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Nov 3. Norris & Co, Bedford row, 
solors for petner 
PONTIFEX & Woop, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 25, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Nov 3, Le Brasseur & 
Oakley, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, solors for petner 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


LEOMINSTER AND BROMYARD RaILwary Co.—By an order made by Denman, 
J., dated Sept 5, it was ordered that the company be wound up. ell & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petners 


London Gaszette.—TUEsDAY, Oct 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ArT ENGRAVING Co, LumiTep.—Kay, J., has, by an* order dated Oct. 25, ap- 
——- Allen Henry Philip Stoneham, «8, St. Swithin’s lane, to be official 

quidator 

INVENTORS’ SYNDICATE, LiuiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented Oct. 25, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, Nov. 10. Watson, 
Leadenhall st 

Spurway & Co., LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before Nov. 12, to send 
their names and addresses and particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Bertram Smart, 22, Queen st. esday, Nov. 20, at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and yy upon the debts and claims. 

UniTED KinGpoM METAL EpGED Box Co. Lim1TEep.—Vacation Judge has, by an 
order dated Oct. 16, appointed George Browning, 18, King st, Cheapside, to be 
offi.ial liquidator. 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Court BoLD VENTURE, Branch of the Ancient Order of Foresters, Turners’ 
Arms Inn, Helmshore. Oct 25 

PEACE SOCIETY. Kam Inn, Pencarreg, Carmaithen. Oct 22 

PHENIX BENEFIT or FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Subciiption Rooms, Hatherleizh, 
Devon. Oct 24 

SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 


Ves OF NANTILLE FRIENDLY Society, Assembly Room, Talysarn, Penygroes, 
ict 24 


Waeenss FRIENDLY Society, Selsey Arms Inn, Westdean, Chichester, Sus- 
sex. Oct 25 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. waters puataang 
or renting a house have the Sani arrangements thoroughly e ed by an 
expert from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., West- 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—{ ADVt.] 


_ Seaueanans ax how 4 mee 9 ee hoe by ¥. BS. Puer, 
aron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. ce 13 stamps. ea , afte 
é fimselt by a method entirely his own.—[ADvT.} 


suffering nearly 40 years, cured 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day oF CLam. 


London Gagette—Y RIDAY, Oct. 16. 
ANTELIFF, CATHERINE, Stamford hill. Dec1. Savage, Ludgate hill 


BELL, R1icuakrD, Gosforth, Northumberland, Corn and Flour Merchant. Dec 10. 
Elsdon & Dransfield, Newcastle upon Tyne 
BENNETT, Mary, Heysham Tower, Lancaster. Dec 1. Hall & Marshall, Lan- 


Nov 30. Standring & Taylor, 
Brown, JOHN, Birmingham, Civil Engineer. Dec 8. Brown & Co, Birmingham 
COFFEY, MarTHA, Edgbaston, Warwick, Nov15, Price, Birmingham} 
DAVIDSEN, ANTHON HEEMANN AvUGUST, Swansea, Master Mariner. 
Paton, Swansea 
DAVIES, JOHN, Liverpool. Deci. Smith, Seacombe 
DuNnN, THOMAS, Scarborough, House Agent. Dec 24. 
borough 
EDDISON, ANN, Halifax. Nov 30. Nelson & Co, Leeds 
ENGLEDUE, JOHN RAtpH, Durham villas, Kensington, Esq. Dec5. Lodge, New 


e 


caster 
Botton, EDWIN, Rochdale, Timber Merchant. 
Rochdal 


Dec 1. 


Turnbull & Co, Scar- 


co’ 
FLETCHER, ELIZABETH, Grassington, York. Nov 26. Hartley, &ettle 
FoGDEN, Emma Lovisa, Stockbridge, nr Chichester. Dec 38. Sowton, 
Chichester 
Fosrmn. Epwin Easton, Clyde terr, Kingston upon Hull, Gent. Nov 20. 


hackles & Son, Huil 
GINGELL, JOHN, Buckhurst hill, Farmer. Dec5. Baddeley, Leadenhall st 


Cunmes, Saemae, Milton, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 1. Ellison & Burrows, 

Yam bridge 

GURNEY, CAROLINE MILLER, Richmond rd, Hackney. Nov 27. Greville, Tow- 
cester 

HAGGER, PHILIP WRIGHT, Kingston, Cambiidge, Farmer. Dec 1. Ellison & 
Burrows, Cambridge 

Hart. WILLIAM, Hartington rd, South Lambeth, Gent. Nov 1. Mellersh, 


Godalming 
Harwocn, Sussam, Martham, Norfolk, retired Farm Bailiff. Dec15. Culley, 
or 
um, CATHERINE, Wolstanton, Stafford. Oct 30. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tun- 


Hm, JOHN, Tunstall, Stafford. Oct 30. Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 


HoMER, JOHN JAMES, Mare st, Hackney, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Dec 81. 
Downing, Basinghall st 
Hoanpr, SAMUEL, Barnby upon the Moor, York, Farmer. Dec 12, Wood & Co, 


HoRNIDGE, MARMADUEE, .Barnes, Surrey, ‘Esq. Nov (80. Gabriel, Portugal st 
bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Primrose Hill, Huddersfield, Innkeeper. Dec 31. 


HORSFALL, MALLINSON, 
Bottomley, Hudde: rsfield 
JACKSON, JOHN, Drake st, Rochdale, Grocer and Carrier. Nov 30. Standring & 
Ta lor, Rochdale 
NICHOLAS, Devonport, Retired Tradesman. Dec 24. Gard, Devonport 
Jom, Jom Evans, Rock Ferry, Chester, Gent. Dec 8 Morgan Griffiths, 
artheu ; J ones & Milne, Liverpool 
Lavy, SAMUEL, Minories, Gent. Nov 30, Frost, Leadenhall st 


LONGHURST, HENRY BOTTING, Brighton Lodge, Brighton, Sussex, Brewer. Nov 
30. Hazelwood & Co, Brighton 
ia Canes HENRY, Hall rd, Liverpool, Merchant. Dec 31. 
iverp: 
PAREER, SOHN Harky Eyres, Ware Park, Hertford, Commander in the Royal 
Na Dec 15. Burne & Co, Lineoln’s inn fields 
PARKER, [enRY WILLIAM Seymour rd, Cheetham Hill, Lancaster, Solicitor. 
Dec 3. Parker & Co, Manchester 
Paaneey, Yn ek a st, Scarborough, Butcher. Dec 24. Turnbull & 
Co, rou 
PETERS, ‘THOMAS, Waterloo bldngs, Withington, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Nov 
21. Drinkwater, Hyde, nr Manchester 
Price, Rev HENRY TILLEY, Elkstone Iectery, Gloucester, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Dec1. Ticehurst & Sons, Chelten 
PULLEY, Cuanres, Sbenklin, i. W., Major General in H.M. Army. Nov 30. 
Turner & Low, Kin 
Ray, ae Birkdale, , | Contractor. Dec 21. Peacock & Co, Liver- 


Rove, GEORGE WILLIAM, Cambridge, Gent. Deci. Ellison & Burrows, Cam- 


JASPER, 


Deane, 


e 

RYE, JOHN, Market ccna Leicester, Grazier. Nov 26. Douglass, 
Market Harborou 

SCANNELL, Davi, ‘Kingsland rd, Dalston, Master Mariner. Dec10. Batham, 


Fowkes 
Scort, Very ev , Rochester. Nov 30. Bell & Co, Lincoln’s ian fields 
SEALY, HANNAH ELIZABETH, Somerleyton rd, Brixton. Nov 2%. Mossop & 

Rolfe, Cannon st 
SHEPHERD, JOSEPH, Liverpool, Treasurer - the Liverpool Protective Burial 

Society. Dez1. Martin & Cv, Liverp 

Dec7. Roy & Cart- 


a ¢ —_. — common, "Civil Engineer. 
. Lot 

—, ItuaM Husky, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. Nov 30. Van Tromps, 
SPAFFORD, easssers, Scarborough. Nov 23. Newstead & Wilson, Leeds 


STEVENSON, HENRY, Norwich, Gent. Dec1i. Chittock & Woods, Norwich 
Tonmme, Temes, Fleetwood, Luncaster, Esq. Nov 30. Bu.rker & Kean, Fleet- 


Brown & Co, 
Nov 17. 
Jan 10, 


Ww 

VOCE, reeenens oe JosEPH, Lodge rd, Birmingham, Gent. Nov 24. 
s' 

WALKER, THOMAS Spm, Ashfield, Halifax, Newspaper Proprietor. 


Wavell & i 3 
~~ rd, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent. 
ohnso nm & Oc Co, Birmingham 
WRIGHT WILLIAM Clifton a Finsbury, Licensed Victualler. Nov 24. Saxelby 
& Fa ulkner, Troumonger lane 


don Gazette.—TUESDAY, Oct. 80. 
a Spout, Rochdsie rd, Manchester. Sie 18, Bullock & Worthington, 
anchester 


a ~ FN st, Southampton, Innkeeper. Nov 80. Sharp & Co, 

utham 

BOUTELLIER, SARAH JANE, Hanley rd, Hornsey rise. Nov 30. Upton, New 
Adelphi chmbrs 


Conny, Seman HAYzAR, Denton ‘pl, Windsor, Gent. Dec 1. Long & Co, 


Cue THOMAS JOHN, Black Swan yd, Bermoncsey st, Morocco Dresser. Nov 
30. Greenop & Sons, Gracechurch st 





DUNEIN, JOHN, Ville of Dunkirk, Kent, Labourer. Dec 10. Johnson, Faver- 
sham 
EDWARDS, JAMES, Albert st, Cheltenham, Gent. Dec 8 Bruce Billings, 


Cheltenham 
Evans, Mary, Edward terr, Cardiff. Dect. Heard, Cardiff 


—, >» REUBEN, ae st, Liverpool, Commission Agent. Decé6. Bradley & 
verpoo 
FISHER, _BARAT, Millhouses lane, nr Sheffield. Dec 12. Henry Vickers & Co, 


IRVING, ‘ANNE, College terr, Halifax. Dec10. R. M. & J. M. Kerr, Halifax 
JARRETT, ELIZABETH, Debenham, Suffolk. Nov 30. Tillett & Co, Norwich 
LARKE, SUSANNAH, Martlesham, Suffolk. Dec 8. Welton, Woodbridge 
iaoun, Wy WILLIAM, , seenenae, Rotherham, York, Gent. Dec 2%. Oxley & 


ard, Roth 
Mort, AUGUSTA, Elswick rd, Lewisham. Nov 30. Lockyer, New Cross rd 
Patou, SARAH, Cooling rd, rg Deci1. Crowdy & Co, Serjeant’s inn 


RITHERDON, AUGUSTUS WILLIAM, Outer rd, Opdes mham, Major General in He 
Majesty’s Madres Staff Corps. Nov 25. Stibbard ‘& Co, Leadenhall st 
TRAVIS, SARAH, Rochdale. Dec 22. Robinson & Sons, Blackburn 


Wi1s0n, SARAH EmILy, Cock Inn, St Albans. Novi17. Brabant, 8t Albans 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Oct. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ABBOTT, J foun Wuanamt, South Ossett, Yorks, Innkeeper Dewsbury Pet Oct 
24 Ord Oct 24 
ANSELL, J peng JouHN GRAY, Bishop Stortford, Herts, Draper Hertford Pet Oct 


24 Ord 24 
Baxme, CHARLES, Hatherstone, Warwickshire, Clerk Birmingham Pet Oct 2: 
ct 24 


BARKER, HENRY, Huddersfield, Solicitor Huddersfield Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct ‘3 


BASHFORD, CHARLES, West Tarring, Sussex, Gardener Brighton Pet Oct 23 


Ord Oct 
BLACKWOOD, “Apeamam, Manchester, Pocket Book Maker Manchester Pet Oct 


22 Ord Oct 22 
BRADBURY. DAVID ADDISON, Huddersfield, Surgeon Huddersfield Pet Oct 8 


Ord Oct 22 
BROWNE. JoHN Lrypsay, Colchester, Corn Merchant Oolchester Pet Oct 23 


Ord Oct 23 

CARLTON, ANNIE, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

CarTER, JOHN, East st, Barking, Butcher High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

CARTER, WILLIAM HENRY, Nottingham, Hop Bitter Manufacturer Nottingham 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

CHAPPLE, JAMES, Newton Abbott, Printer Exeter Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

CHRISTMAS, bl a Stedham, Sussex, Licensed Victualler Brighton Pet Oct 
23 Ord 

COTTRELL, Sanam, West Bagborough, Somersetshire, Baker Taunton Pet 


Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

CurtTIs, J =. —_ St Margaret, Norfolk, Gardener Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 
22 O ict 22 

Davis, GEORGE EDWARD, the younger, SeshGse, Montgomeryshire, Warehouse- 
man Newtown Pet Oct 23 e 

Dopps, WILLIAM yamparee, East Boldon, Durham, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 

DYKE, GEORGE, M..- +14 nr Oswestry, Licensed Victualler Wrexham Pet 


Oct 12 Ord Oct 23 
FELTON, THOMAS, Tipton, Baker Dudley Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


RICHARD, Bewdley, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler Kidderminster 


Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
GRUNWELL, THOMAS, Newcastle on Tyne, Baker Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 43 
Ord Oct 23 


ee wisn, agen upon Hull, Smack Owner Kingston upon Hull 
Oct 22 Or 
Harwanp, Rosser, Sunningwell, Berks,Farmer Oxford Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 20 


Honpagson, wrmaaemt, Upper Eastville, Glos, out of business Bristol Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 


Hurewninon 6 SAMUEL BEHRENS, Aldgate High Court Pet Oct3 Ord Oct 24 
Hooron, ALreas Sy Eglington rd, Bow, out of business High Court Pet 
Oct 


How0ktTH, + pa Walsden, nr Tudmorton, Confectioner Burnley Pet Uoct 24 
Ord Oct 2 

NAsH, JOHN, Westour st, Soho, Bedding Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 24 
Ord Oct 


4 
Nogrsukgn, THOMAS, Southport, Confectioner Liverpool Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
WILLIAM DERRY, Nottingham, no occupation Nottingham Pet Oct 22 


Senet a APPLETON, Stockton- ap cotee, “s of business Stockton on Tees 


d Middlesborough Pet Oct 
RICHARDSON, ELIzaBeTH, The Grange, Normanby, nr Kirkbymoorside, Yorks, 
Farmer Seerbengnes Pet Oct 24 Ord 
RIDEHALGH, EMMOTT, Burnley,a Taper Burnley Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 22 


Rosz, WILLIAM, no fixed abode, out of business Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 24 

pam Bolton, Estate Agent Bolton Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 22 

SaurH, WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolverhampton Pet Oct 20 Ord 
22 

STRUgNEL, RopeERT, Southampton, Builder Southampton Pet Oct 10 Ord 


ict 2 
Puouae, Gi GEORGE FREDERICK, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
Vann, © HENRY GAMBIER, Whitton, Suffolk, Gent Ipswich Pet Oct 22 Ord 
22 
Vanopere, Francis, Peterborough, Agricultural Implement Maker Peter- 
borough Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 
Watson, WILLIAM, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Baker Aylesbury Pet Oct 22 
d Oct 22 
WHEATLEY, Wil WIitL1aM, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 20 Ord 
22 
WHISKERD, WALTER, Castleacre, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Oct 22 Ord 
ict 2% 
wane Gronce, Grove mews, Notting hill sq, Cab Driver High Court Pet Oct 
t 24 
wurte, M, MATTHEW WIt1AM, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Silversmith High Court 


Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
WHITEHOUSE. EDWARD, Melton Mowbray, Gunmaker Leicester Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 22 
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Wit » DAVID Rosune, Newport, Mon, Wheelwright Newport,Mon Pet 
Oct § 24 Ord Oct 2 
Woop, ARTHUR Ovanrom, Barnsley, Yorks, Yeast Dealer Barnsley Pet Oct 24 


24 
— FIRST MEETINGS. 


ABRAHAM, JAMES, Bedford, Licensed Victualler Nov 6 at 10,30 8, St Paul’s sq, 
Bedford 
BanrTLeTT, ANN E., Ramsgate NovSati1 72, High st, Ramsgate 


BakTLETT, RicwarD J., Vale rd, Ramsgate Nov8 at 1.30 72, High st, Ramsgate 


BENJAMIN, *‘Joun HENRY, Brighton, Oilman Nov 2 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln's inn 
BopEN, OWEN, Broadstairs, no trade Nov8at2 72, High st, Ramsgate 


Box, WILu1AM, the younger, Ramsgate, Grocer Nov 3 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

BrapBuryY, Davip ADDISON, - + crraaaane Surgeon Nov 5 at 3 Haigh & Son, 
Solors, New st, Huddersfield 

BRITTON, PERCY WILSON, Ratlibone pl, Oxford st, Restaurant Manager Nov 2 
at12_ 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CARR - Exocn (Separate Estate), Ilkeston, Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 2 
Angel Hotel, Nottingham 

CARRIER, GEORGE (Separate Estate}, Ilkeston, Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 2.30 
Angel Hotel, Nottingham 

CARRIER. HEYRY, GEORGE CARRIER, and ENocH CARRIER, Ilkeston, Lace Manu- 
facturers Nov3 ati130 Angel Hotel, Nottingham 

CABRIER, HENRY (Separate Estate), Ilkeston, Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 2.45 
Angel Hotel, Nottingham 

CASTIGLIONE, LOUIS, separate estate, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Electro Plater 
Nov8ati1 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

COLMAN. WALTER IDWELL, Brighton, Surgeon Novy5at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
bldgs, Brighton 

om! = ‘THOMAS, Helmsley, Yorks, Boot Dealer Nov 2 at12 Station Hotel, 


oo Et, ABRAHAM, West Bagborough, Somersetshire, Baker Novy 3 at 11.30 
ff Ree, 9, Middle st, Taunton 

Cric cuat, EDWARD, Carlton rd, Maida Vale, Promoter of Companies Nov 2 at 
2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

CURTIS, JOHN, Burgh 8t Margaret, Norfolk, Gardener Nov3ati Off Ree, 8, 
King Norwich 

Dopps, > Waisant FAIRBAIRN, East Boldon, Durham, Farmer Nov 2 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Forszy, DANIEL CHURCHILL, Cardiff, Boot Dealer Nov 6 at 3 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 

GREENWELL, ‘Tomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Baker Nov 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink 
lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Hamar, JOHN HENRY, Smethwick, Staffordshire, Boot Dealer Novéati1 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hopcson, WILLIAM, Eastville, Gloucestershire, out of business Nov 7 at 11 
Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

Hvupson, WILi1aM, Rochester, Kent, Draper Nov7 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, 
Rochester 

ICKE, SAMUEL BICKLEY, Birmingham, Currier Nov 9 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

JELLEY, FREDERICK, Stamford, Commission Agent Nov 15 at 3 
Hotel, Stamford 

LEwIs, Davip LuioyD, Rhyl, Bookseller Nov 2 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Office, 
Crypt chbrs, Chester 

Mason, » ENRY DawE, Hastings, Photographer Nov2ati1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

MARFLEET, JOHN, Longton, eereeen, Solicitor Nov 2ati11,15 North Staf- 
ford Hotel, Stoke upon Trent 

MILLER, BENJAMIN Hakky, Wimborne Minster, Dorsetshire, Innkeeper Nov 7 
at 11.30 King’s Head Hotel, Wimborne 

NASH, a JOHN, Ramsgate, Licensed Victualler NovSat3 72, High st, 


Stamford 


gate 
= ROBERTS, Bradford, Wood Dealer Nov2at3 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
radfor 
PARKER, HENRY (sep estate), Aston, nr Birmingham, Electro Plater Nov Sati 
olmore row, Birmingham 
PARKkR, HENRY, and Louis CASTIGLIONE, Handsworth, Staffordshire, Electro 
Platers NovSatil 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
PEARSE ai » Whittingstall rd, Fulham, Gent Nov 2at 12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
PESTELL, JOHN, Chinnor, Oxfordshire, Pillow Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 12 
1, St Aldates, Oxford 
PETTERICK, THOMAS, Criggleston, Yorkshire, Tanner Nov 2at11 Off Rec, Bond 
ter, Wakefield 
Ross, WILLIAM, no gazed abode, out of business Nov7ati1 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
ewcastle on Tyn 
RvuDGE, PETER, Belice, Estate Agent Nov2atil 16, Wood st, Bolton 


SmyTH, WILLIAM, Solon New rd, Clapham, Commission Agent Nov 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s ina 
—, ppm ag SUTHERLAND, “heldon, Warwickshire, out of business Novy 
11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
onus JAMES, Manchester, Commercial Traveller Nov 2 at 11 Off Rec, 
Ogden’ 8 ne Bridge st, Manchester 
STEEL, WILLIAM, Luton, Draper Nov 2 at 3 Ewen & Roberts, Solicitors, the 
Outer Temple, Strand 
STEWARDSON, CHARLES VINCENT, Nottingham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Nov2ati1 Off Rec, 1, High ae, Nottingham 
STRUDWICK, WILLIAM, Oldham, Joiner Nov 2 at 11 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, 
Union st, Oldham 
mer 3 THOMAS WILLIAM, New Clee, Lircolnshire, Fisherman Nov 5at11 
Off Ree, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Venn, HENRY GAMBIER, Whitton, Suffolk,Gent Nov2ati2 Off Rec, Ipswich 
VERGETTE, FRANCIS, Peterborough, Implement Maker Nov 16 at 12 County 
Court, Peterborough 
WATSON, GEORGE, and WILLIAM Wuritson Fercuson, Dunston, Durham, Wood 
Turners Nov 2 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New castle on Tyne 
WHISEKERD, WALTER, Castleacre, Norfolk, Farmer Nov 3 at 1.15 Off Ree, 8, 
g st, Norwich 
Warrknovse, EDWARD, Melton Mowbray, Gunmaker Nov5at12.30 Off Rec, 
28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Woonrorp, CHARLES, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer Nov3at2 County 
Court, N orthampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABBOTT, on a a South Ossett, Yorks, Innkeeper Dewsbury Pet Oct 
24 ct 2 
AMANS, EDWARD, Eton, Watchmaker Windsor Pet Sept 12 Ord Oct 19 
eae tor Joun Gray, Bishop Stortford, Draper Hertford Pet Oct 23 
rd Oct 24 
—— Westgate, Yorks, Beerhouse keeper Dewsbury Pet Oct15 Ord 


BakbER, WALTER Dovatas, Birmingham, Sack Manufacturer Birmingham Pet 
Oct 16 Ord Oct 24 
BARKER, HENRY, Edgerton, Solicitor Huddersfield Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 23 





Seep, Cua, West Tarring, Sussex, Gardener Brighton Pet Oct 23 

r 

BLACKWOOD, ABRAHAM, Manchester, Pocket Book Maker Manchester Pet Oct 
22 Ord Oct 22 

Brooks, ye pee BERNARD, Tilehurst, Berks, no occupation Reading Pet July 
25 Ord Oc 

Snows, Joux Laxpsay, Colchester, Corn Merchant Colchester Pet Oct 93 

rc ic 

BUSHELL, ELEANOR JOYCE, Hop Exchange, Borough, Widow High Court Pet 
Augs Ord Oct 23 

CARLTON, ANNIE, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


CARTER, JOHN, East st, Barking, Butcher High Court Pet Oct24 Ord Oct 2% 


CARTER, WILLIAM HENRY, _srotitngham, Hop Bitter Manufacturer Nottingham 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 

CHISHOLME, ROBERT ‘A1eTON Scott, and CHARLES WILLIAM Scott CHISHOLME, 
Old st, Manufacturers of Paints High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 23 

CoMINS, Tuomas, Helmsley, Yorks, Boot Dealer Northallerton Pet Oct 2 
Ord Oct 20 

Corti, Wiiu1aM, Achilles rd, West Hampstead, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 24 

CoTTRELL, ABRAHAM. West Bagborough, Somersetshire, Baker Taunton Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

COLLINGS, Coney Henry, Burton on Trent, Gent Burtonon Trent Pet Oct 
5 Ord Oct 24 

COVINGTON, JOSEPH RicrmarD, Collingwood st, Blackfriars, Omnibus Proprietor 
High Court Pet Octi8 Ord Oct 24 

CurTIS, JOHN, Burgh St Margaret, Norfolk, Gardener Great Yarmouth Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

CoTToNn, ALBERT, Nottiogh 
Oct 23 

Dopps, WILLIAM FAIRBAIRN, ce Boldon, Durham, Farmer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 2 

Durrow, JOSEPH, Stockport, aad Grocer Stockport Pet Oct17 Ord Opt 22 


FRAPE, POWELL, Almondsbury, Glos, Grocer Bristol Pet Sept 15 Ord Oct 22 


GittaM, Ricuarp, Bewdley, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler Kiddermin- 
ster Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
on. Ruwopa LOvIsa, and SARAH ot Isle of Wight, Toy Dealers Newport 
da Ryde Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 2 
eanumen ELL, THOMAS, Newcastle on Ty ne, Baker Newcastleon Tyne Pet Oct 
23 Ord Oct 23 
GRIFFIN, HAROLD, St Helens, Grocer Liverpool Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 23 


HARRIES, MATILDA ADAL: AIDE, Carmarthen, no occupation Carmarthen Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 2 

Haycocr, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Smackowner Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Hayes, HEnty, Burton on Trent, Fruiterer Burtcn on Trent Pet Oct3 Ord 
Oct 5 


am, cut of business Nottingham Pet Oct 23 Ord 


HItx, WILLIAM, now or late of East Coombe Farm, Mocrebath, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 22 

Hopgson, W1LL1am, Upper Eastville, Glcuces, out of business Bristol Pet Oct 
22 Ord Oct 22 

HopGEs, ALBERT, Bedminster, Undertaker Bristol Pet Oct13 Ord Oct 23 


HowWaAntTH, oe, Walsden, nr Todmorden, Confectioner Burnley Pet Oct 
24 Ord Oct 24 

Hooton, ALFRED ames, Eglington rd, Bow, out cf business High Court 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 

Huvupson, WILLIAM, Roc te ter, Draper Rochester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

ore, goun JoHNsSON, Ashill, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Oct 17 

rc ct 23 
Hyatt, EMANUEL, Bedminster, Baker Bristol Pet Octé13 Ord Oct 22 


ILEY, JoHN, Wolsingham, Durham, Chemist Durham Pet Oct13 Ord Oct 20 


a EpGar JoHuN, Lavenham, Suffolk, Blacksmith Colchester Pet Oct 13 

Ord Oct 22 

NASH, JOHN, b car el st, Soho, Bedding Manufacturer HighCourt Pet Oct 
24 Ord Oct 24 

PERKINS. WILLIAM DERRY, Nottingham, no occupation Nottingham Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 22 

PESTELL, JOHN, Cen. Sateobiainn, Pillow Lace Manufacturer Aylesbury 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Oct 23 

RICHARDSON, APPLETON, Stockton on Tees, out of business Stockton on Tees 
and } Middlesborough Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

RICHARDSON, ELIZABETH, Normanby, nr Kirbymoorside, Ycrks, Farmer Scar- 
borcugh Pet Oct24 Ord Oct z4 

RIDEHALGH, Emmott, Burnley, Taper Burnley Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 22 


RuvunbGE, PETER, Bolton, Estate Agent Bo'ton Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 23 
STRUDWICK, WILLIAM, Oldham, Joiner Oldham Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 24 
Tuomas, GEORGE FREDEEICE, Cardiff,Grocer Cardiff Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 23 
Tuomson, THOMAS, Lausanne rd, Peckham, Draper High Court Pet Aug 31 


rd Oct 23 
VENN, HENRY GAMBIER, Whitton, Suffolk, Gent Ipswich Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 22 


VERGETTE, FRaNCIs, Peterborough, Agricultural Implement Maker Peterborough 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 a 

WATERHOUSE, ISAAC, all nr ane, Cotton Yarn Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Sept 13 Ord Oct 2 

Watson, WILLIAM, Princes Risborough, "Duchinabem, Baker Aylesbury Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 22 

WHEATLEY, WILLIAM, Great Grimsby, Fisherman Great Grimsby Pet Oct 20 
Ord Oct 22 

WHEELER, OWEN EpLEstoxs, Boston Spa, Yorks, retired fromthe Army York 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 2 

vi. ae. Gitiaon, Norfolk, Farmer King’s Lynn Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 24 

WHITEHOUSE, EpwarkD, Melton Mowbray, Gunmaker Leicester Pet Oct 22 
Ord Oct 22 

WILLiAMs, Davip RoBERT, Newport, Mon, Wheelwright Newport,Mon Pet 
Uct 24 Ord Oct 24 Sy 

Woop, ARTHUR OVERTON, Barnsley, Yorks, Yeast Dealer Barnsley Pet Oct 

Ord Oct 24 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Oct, 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BARBER, ALFRED, New Clee, Fisherman Gt Giimsby Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

BARNETT, GEORGE, Thurlaston, nr Dunchurch, Shoerraker Coventry Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 26 

Buss, GEORGE, Frindsbury, Kent, Pensioner Rochester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

CALLINGTON, GEORGE HERBERT, Barwell, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

CHADWICK, THOMAS, Biddulph, Staffordshire, Karmer Macclesfield Pet Oct 25 
Ord Oct 25 

CoaLes, JoHN, Wellingborough, Saddler Northampton Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Coorer, THomas, and Joun Cooper, Tamworth, Corn Dealers Birmingham Pet 
Oct 4 Urd Oct 25 
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DaBsy, | Sapees. Blac sheath, Staffordshire,Grover Dudley Pet Oct 11 Ord 








Dopp, + i JENKINS, = »sllanerchragog, Denbighshire, Draper Wrexham 
Pet July 27 Ord Oct 2 

EBERY, J — KELSEY, N + Ribbon Manufacturer Coventry Pet Oct 27 
Ord Oct 27 

Evans. MAURICE, Langheras, Carmarthenshire, Licensed Victualler Carmarthen 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 

FRkEMAN, SMITH, Thirsk, ¥ ork, Labourer Northallerton Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


GREEN. ARTHUR, Holcombe, Somersetshire, Brewer Wells Pet Oct 27 Ord 


c 

HALLAM, JOHN, Leicester, Engineer Leicester Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Hawaeoop, Jogn, Brighton, Furnitu-e Deater Brighton Pet Oci 25 Ord 
0 


ct 25 
Kawnerr, § WILLIAM, Junctionrd, Croydon, Plumb2: Croydon Pet Oct 26 Ord 
t 2 


KENWORTHY. ABRAHAM. Lees, Lancs, Sand Dealer Ashton under Lyne and 
Stalybridge Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
Lvcas, HENRIETTA, Blackpool, Laundress Presto1r Pet Oct26 Ord Oct 26 


MACPARLARE, R M, Glasgow, no occupation High Court Pet Sept25 Ord 
25 


c 

MANLEY, HENRY, Aldershot, Coal Merchant Guildford and Godalming Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

Manem2, JOHN, Linton, Herefordshire, Grocer Gloucaster Pet Oct 27 Ord 


ic 

MARWICK, JESSIE H., Earlsfield, Surrey, Licensei Vic ualler Greenwich Pet 
Septs Ord Oct 23 

MASTERS, JOHN KENNING SMALMAN, Sutton at Hone, nr Dartford, Gent Roches- 
ter Pet Octs6 Ord Oct 26 

MEEKINS, GUDE, Leicester, Buiider Leicester Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


Mercumeon. ROBERT, Spennym‘or, Durham, Chemist Durham Pet Oct27 Ord 

ct 27 

NEWALL, BENJAMIN. Birminghan, Dealer in Fancy Goods Birmingham Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

smears, ALFRED, Bristol, Pottery Manufacturer Bristol Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Ict 26 

NokRIS, SAMUEL JAMES, Frederick terr, Denmark hi'l Grocer High Cou't Pet 
Oct 27 Ord Oct 97 

PaGE, WItLIAM, Gt Yarmout, Butcher Gt Yarmouth Pet Ocs 2 Ord 
ict 2 

Punepess. JOHN, Perranzabuloe, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet Oct 25 Ord 


ct 25 
PHILLIPS, THOMAS, Chipping Sodbury, Saddler Brist»l Pet Oct26 Ord Oct 26 
ce Tuomas, Birmingham, Coach Builder Birmingham Pet Oct25 Ord 


t 25 
ROBERTs, WILLIAM, Birkenhead, Joiner Birkenhead Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
SCAIFE, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Smiru, J. Sond Oct st, Marylebone, Glass Dealer High Court Pet Oct 
t 25 


2% O 
ILLIAM HENRY, Geely rides, Publican Ashton under Lyne and Staly- 


Bridge Pet nae Sot 29 Ord Oct 
STEER, Cardiff, Boot in Cardiff Pet Oct 26 Or1 Oct 26 


STEVENS, Roser. Swaby rd, Wandsworth common, Dairyman Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
SWINDLEWURST, ROBERT, Barrow in Furness, Greengrocer Ulverston aud 
Barrow in Furness Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
ee (ey TsEODORE, St Albans, Nurseryman St Albans Pet Oct 13 
rd Oct 24 
TRANTER, WILLIAM, Abergavenny, Farmer Tredegar Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 


VunzE, EDWIN JAMES, Torquay, Grocer Exeter Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Wakrp, Davin, East Ardsley, Yorks, Joiner Wakefield Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


WATéON, ¥, Jome, ond} ROBERT JAMIESON, Didsbury, Ironmongers Stockport Pet 
rd Oct 25 
Warecem, FRANK H, Sheffield, Accountant Sheffield Pet Oct4 Ord Oct 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BIDDLECOMBE, ALFRED JOHN, Rye lane, Peckham, Tobacconist Novs8s at 230 
——— bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 
BLIss. ee. rindsbury, Kent, Pensioner Nov 8 at11.30 Off Rec, High st, 
ocheste: 
Boss, Isaac, Commercial rd East, Fancy GoodsImporter Nov 8ati1 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
BROWNE, JOHN LinpsAyY, Uolchester, Coal Merchant Nov 8 at 11 Townhall, 
Colchester 
BUTLER, PHILIP, jun, Leamington Spa, Butcher Nov6ati11.15 W. B. Sander- 
son, Solicitor, Church st, Warwick 
CALLINGTON, GtORGE HERBERT, Barwell, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer 
Nov9ati1 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
CARRIER, GEORGE (sep este ite), Ilkeston, Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 2.30 
Flying Horse Hotel, Nottingham 
CARRIER, HENrY ( (sep estate), Iikeston, Lace Manufacturer 
Flying Horse tel, Nottingham 
CARTER, WILLIAM Henry, Nottingham, Hop Bitter Manufacturer Nov 7 at 11 
Off Rec, 1, High pz avement, Nottingham 
CAVE, J. ARX OLD, residence unknown, Theatre Proprietor Nov 6 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidngs, Line ‘In’s inn 
CHADWICK, Tuomas, Biddulph, Stafford, Farmer NovSatii1 Off Rec, 23, King 
dward st, Macclesfield 
CHAPPLE, JAMES, Newton Abbott, Devon, Printer Nov 10 at 11 Bankruptcy 
ldngs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn 
CHEVALIER, ALBERT, Oat lane, Wood st, E.C., Commission Agent Nov8 at 12 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CHIVERS, ALFRED, Lilanishen, nr Cardiff, Chemists Nov 7 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 
CHRISTMAS. WALTER, Stedham, Sussex, Licensed Victualler Nov 7 at 11.30 
Angel Hotel, Midhurst 
COPPARD, GEORGE, Monkwell st, E.C., Manufacturers’ Agent Nov 6 at12 23, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CORNISH, Purp, the younger, Leyton, Essex, Builder Nové6atit 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln's inn 
Cotton, ALBERT. Nottingham, out of business Nov 6 at 12 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavenent, Notti gham 
CROSSLEY, JosEPH, Leeds, Hay Merchant Nov7ati2 Off Rec, Leeds 


Davins, EDWARD GEORGE, the younger, Mochdre, Montgomery, Warehouseman 
Nov 6ati Off Rec, Lianidloes 
Davies, WILLIAM WARD, Mountain Ash, Draper Nov i4at12 Off Rec, Merthyr 


ydfil 
DE Cresricxy, Sir CLAUDE CHAMPION, Bart, Pall Mall Nov 6 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
FELtTon, THOMAS, Tipton, Baker Nov 6 at10.30 Off Rec, Dudley 


FIntay, WItt14M, Lincoln, Draper’s Assistant Nov7 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver 
st, Lincoln 


Nog 3 at 2.45 





Feanente. Feebdexick, Liverjoo!, Grocer Nov 9 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
slverpoo 
Gaarets, AROLD, St.Helens, Lancs, Gr cer Nov 7 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 


iverpool 
Goon, Cuant Gt Grimsby, Coach Builder Nov 7 at2 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, 
HatiaM, J ist Edtocsten, Engineer Nov 9 at 8 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
Harris, MATILDA ADELAIDE, Carmarthen, no occupat'on Nov 6 at 11.30 Of 
Rec, Quay st, Ca:marthen , 
HILLMAN, SYDNEY "Davy, Walthamstow, Clerk Nov8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 


coln’s inn 

JAMES. JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Steel Works Foreman Nov 15 at 3 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil . 

JouN, WILLIAM, Lianelly, Draper Nové ati1 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Onrmarthen 

Krncsmitt, JoserH, Crawley, Sussex, no occupation Nov 6 at 12 Off Rec, 
4. Pavilion bldg:, Brighton 

Levy, Moreis, Kingsland rd, Tin Plate Worker Nov6ati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

MASTERS, JOHN KENNING SMALMAN, Sutton at Hone, nr Dartford, Gent Novy 10 
at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

MEAKIN, EDWARD EBENEZER, Crayford rd, Tufnel pk, Gent Nov 8 at ii 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

MEEKINS, GUDE, Leicester, Builder Nov 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, 


icester 
Panriseven, Witu1aM Boxrton, Hereford, Builder Nov 23 at 10 2, Offast, 


eford 

raman WILLIAM Derry, Notts, no occupation Novéatii Off Rec,1, High 
pavement, Nottingham 

Pups, THomas, Chipping poabery. Gloucestershire, Saddler Nov 13 at 12 

ff Rec, Bank chbra, Bristol 
PORTUGAL, JOAQUIM DE Runsene, Gt George st, Com pony Promote: Nov éat 
Bankru tey bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Ruitzy, GeorGe THOMAS, Bishopsgate st Without, Tailor Novéat2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 

RILEY, ANN, Cardigan st, Kennington, peeetactener ofInks Nov7atii Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Rese, CHartes. St Thomas’s rd, Finsbury pk, Fishmonger Nov 7 at 12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

SMITH, EDWARD, Tipton, Boat Loader Nov6éat10 Off Rec, Dudley 

STRUGNELL, RoBERT, Southampton, Builder Nov7 at 11,30 Off Rec, 4, East st, 


Southampton 
Tester T.W_ Gordon rd, Peckham, Builder Nov 8at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Portugal st, Lincoln's ‘ina 
Tuomas, WILLIAM, Pontypridd, Grocer Nov 14at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 


TurNER, WiLLIaM. Bideford, Devon, Innkeeper Nov 7 at 12 Lee Hutchings, 


Auctioneer, Bideford 
VINE, EDWIN JaMES, Torq ?ay, Tea Dealer NovSat3 Castle, Exeter 


Waurene MorGaN LANCELOT, Dowlais, Grocer Nov 15at12 Off Rec, Merthyr 


Wakrp, DAVID, East Ardsley, Yorks, Joiner Nov 6 at 11 Off Rec, Bond ter, 


Wakefield 
Wazsom, Jomm, and Roperr Jawresox, Didsbury, Ironmongers Nov 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, County chbrs, ih port 
Watts, W G, Oraven st, W.C. Nov7at2.30 43, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


WittiaMs, David ROBERTS, Woupert, Mon, Wheelwright Nov8at1 Off Rec, 
12, Tredegar pl, Newport, Mon 


The following amended notices are substituted - those published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 2 


Carrier, HENRY, GEORGE CARRIER, and ENocH ~ sn Ilkeston, Lace Manu- 
facturers Nov 3at1.30 Flying Horse Hotel, Nottingham 
Canngee. ENOCH (se amet). = Iikeston, Lace Manufacturer Nov 3 at 2 Flying 


Horse Hotel, Nottingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BAKER, CHARLES, Atherstone, Warwick, Clerk Birmingham Pet Oct 24 O:id 


t 26 
BARBER, ie New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 26 Ord 


ct 2 
BARNETT, Guonox, Thurlaston, nr Dunchurch, Shoemaker Coventry Pet Oct 
26 Oct 27 
BLIss, Guonox, Frindsbury, Kent, Pensioner Rochester Pet Oct 2 Ord 
BLOCK, SAMUEL, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 25 
CHADWICK, THOMAS, Biddulph, Staffs, Farmer Macclesfield Pet Oct 25 Ord 


Oct 25 
CoaLEs, JOHN, Wellingborough, Saddler Northampton Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 
CORRIGAN, MARION, Manchester, Stationer Manchester Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 27 
DE CRESPIGNY, Sir CLAUDE CHAMPION, Pall Mall, Baronet High Court Pet Sept 


1 Ord Oct 27 ti 
—, GEORGE, Borthywaen, nr Oswestry, Licensed Victualler Wrexham Pet 


12 ic 
nie MAURICE. Langharne, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler Carmarthen 


Ord Oct 25 
Fremyin Surru, Thirsk, Labourer Northallerton Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


GREEN, ARTHUR, Helcombe, Somersetshire, Brewer Wells Pet Oct27 Ord 
quam, GEORGE, Plumstead, Kent, Turner Greenwich Pet Oct 18 Ord 
Eageeinee, SAMUEL BEHRESS, Commercial rd High Court Pet Oct3 Ord 
Hoxeats,. RICHARD Doxsson, Bradford, Maker up Bradford Pet Oct9 Ord 
J ARDING, Famne, Dunstable, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton PetOcts Ord 
KenwortHy, AB s, Lancs, Send Dealer Ashton under Lyne and 


RAHAM, 
d Pet baer 27 ord Oct 
ma, a 5 lackpool, poe ta Preston Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 26 


MARF&LL, JOHN, Linton, Herefordshire, Grocer Gloucester Pet Oct 2+ Ord 

— Wiittax, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 25 

PENPRAZE, JOHN, Perranzabuloe, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet Oct 24 Ord 

Puree, Tuomas, Origglestone, Yorks, Tanner Wakefield Pet Sept25 Ord 
25 

ae. Wuizax, Sheffield, Plumber Sheffield Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

Sarr. WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, Builder Wolverhampton Pet Oct 20 Ord 


STEER, WILLIAM, Cardiff, Boot Maker Cardiff Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 


STEWARDSON, CHARLES VINCENT, Rettingham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet Octis Ord Oct 25 
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et Roser, Osbornerd. Southampton, Builder Southampton Pet Oct 
Ord 


Oct 26 
SwiepLERUE eer Oe t Oct 26 Ord Oct 
ess Pet Oc 
To. Wim, Bideford, Devon, a Barnstaple Pet Oct 22 Ord 


t 26 
VINE, Siow James, Torquay, Devon, Grocer Exeter Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 25 


Warp, Davin, East Ardaey Yorks, Joiner vanes Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
JDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
BuscH, BURCHARD, ofthe, Brass a peas under Lyne and Staly- 
bridge Adjud Dec 2, 1887 Annul Oct 
Weiwoon ALEXANDER HENRY MACO;OCHIE, Sadtete rd, Addison Pk, Gent 
High Court Adjud Nov 17, 1886 Annul Oct 
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THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND TRAINING FARMS, LIMITED, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLE. 
FOR THE TRAINING OF YOUTHS FOR COLONIAL LIFE. 


Under the auspices of Agents-General for the Colonies, Head Masters of Public Schools, leading members of the 


Royal Colonial Institute, and other 


The Colle is situate on its own well-wooded and attractive estate, 
dominating Hollesley Bay, in one of the healthiest climates in England, with a 

soil and excellent water. 

Farms of over 1,£00 acres belong to and are carried on by the College. Horse, 
cattle, and sheep breeding and grazing are practised on an extensive scale, and 
there is a with all the latest appliances, a herd of 30 to 40 cows of 
various a po being kept. 

Ridin g, smith’s and carpenter’s work, paiey and bee keeping, | 
and various ‘Geuneate arts are among the subjects taught 


The College is in full working order with 60 Pupils, 


gentlemen interested in the subject. 


There is a staff of qualified Professors of Geology and Botany, Agriculture, 
Forestry, Veterinary Surgery, Building Sonstwastion and Engineering, Book- 
keeping, Ambulance, &c. 


With the great natural advantages of its position, the Colonial College offers 
such favourable opportunities for both physical development and technical 
instruction as insure to its pupils every prospect of being sent out healthy, 
vigorous, and efficiently trained for their future career. 


Accommodation for 50 more is being provided, and the Directors continue to issue further shares. The — and 


Share P are Prospectuses may be had on application | to the Managing Dires tor at the above address. 








THELAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOGIET' 


Lt & De & 'h a dd. 


SUBSCRIBED 


CAPITAL, 


ONE MILLION. 


£100,000 PaID UP. 


TRUSTEES : 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


Offices: No. 9, SERLE STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


The Society is prepared to receive and consider proposals for the following classes of business :— 


1. To Guarantee Fidelity. 

2. To Guarantee the due performance of Contracts and the 
Security of Mortgages. 

3. To give Bail in Admiralty, Security Bonds on the granting 


required by the High Court of Justice, Board of Trade, and in 
Lunacy. 


4. To act as Trustees for Debenture and other Loans. 
5. To protect Trust Funds as official trustee without inter- 


of Letters of Administration, and to give Security in all cases fering with the duties of the family Solicitor. 
Full particulars may be had on application to the undersigned. 


THOS. R. RONALD, General Manager and Secretary. 














. LONSDALE 


ROBE 


Special Departments for Stationery and Bookbinding. 


—_—_ 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


Printers, Lithographers, Stationers, &c., 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE, 


EDE AND SON, 


Go MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor. 
| the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, | 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY ANC CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays ani and Thursdays. 
COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 


(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and Thursdays .. to 4.15 p.m. 5s. 
Tuesdays and Fridays » 11.15 a.m. 10s, 

” ” oe oe oy «© 115 Dm. 208, 


REYNELL & SON, 


“London Gazette’’ and General Advertising 
Contractors, 


| 44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
| (Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
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